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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s DEstRABLE that the attention of county court 
judges should be drawn to the judicious observations of 
Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson, reported in another 
column, as to the appearance of agents in cases in county 
courts. It is difficult to believe that any judge can think 
itdesirable to give leave for “any other person” than 
an attorney or barrister to appear instead of the party, 
but rules have a tendency to become gradually relaxed, 
and it is much to be hoped that wherever this is the case 
the matter will be brought before the judge, in order 
that an expression of opinion may be elicited, such as has 
been given by the judge of the Leeds County Court. 





ONE OF THE MOST OBSCURE SECTIONS in the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, is that relating to the effect of the disclaimer 
of a lease by a trustee in bankruptcy (section 23). It 
would seem, indeed, as Mr. Robson has suggested, that 
the defects of this provision, and the difficulties likely 
to arise in giving effect to it, were very early recognized, 
and that rule 28 of 1871, requiring the leave of the 
court before the execution by the trustee of a disclaimer 
of a leasehold interest, and enabling the court to make 
such order as it thinks fit, was intended to provide a means 
of settling the numerous questions likely to arise on 
such a disclaimer between the lessor and the various 
persons interested under the lease. Whether owing to 
this provision or to the circumstance that in practice 
these questions are usually amicably settled, there have 
been very few decisions upon this section, and we remain 
to-day almost as much in the dark as ever as to the 
effect of a disclaimer. 

The Act says that upon the executidn of a dis- 
claimer the lease shall be deemed to have been surren- 
dered at the date of the order of adjudication. 
Now the effect of a surrender by a lessee upon an 
underlease previously granted by him is well known. It 
is clear law that, though a surrender operates between 
the parties as an extinguishment of the interest, it does 
not so operate as to third persons who, at tho time of the 
surrender, had rights which such extinguishment would 
destroy. As to thein the surrender operates only as a 
grant, subject to their right (Doe v. Pyke, 5 M. & 8. 
146), What, then, is the effect upon an underlease 
granted by a lessee before his bankruptcy of a dis- 
claimer of the lease by his trustee? If Martin and 
Pigott, BB., were correct in saying in Smyth v. North 
(20 W. R. 683, L. R. 7 Ex. 242) that the provision in 
section 23 only affects the relations between the bank- 
Tupt and his trustee, and the lessor, the underlessee 
will be wholly unaffected by the disclaimer. But then 
comes this difficulty: can it have been intended that 
the lessor should have foisted on him, it may be for a 
long term of years, a tenant not selected by him- 
self, and holding the premises on terms possibly altogether 
different from those ho obtained from the lessee; 
terms adjusted, not by himself, but by the lessee, 





¢.g., an underlease at a peppercorn rent and with no 
covenant to repair? This question was raised in a 
case of Taylor v. Gillott before Vice-Chancellor Hall on 
Monday last. A lessee had agreed to grant an underlease 
to the plaintiff, and under this agreement the plaintiff 
had entered into possession of the premises. The lessee 
became bankrupt, and his trustee disclaimed the lease— 
the lessor then brought ejectment against the under- 
lessee, and the bill was filed to restrain the action. The 
learned Vice-Chancellor thought it unnecessary to go 
into the general question whether the effect of a dis- 
claimer by a trustee in bankruptcy is to leave the under- 
lease subsisting as against the original lessor. He 
thought that where an underlease comprised the same 
property as the original demise, and contained the same 
provisions and covenants as the original lease, much 
might be said in favour of the view that, notwithstanding 
the disclaimer, the underlease was kept on foot as against 
the lessor. But in the case before him there was merely 
an agreement for an underlease on terms different from 
those of the original lease, viz., without any proviso for 
re-entry on breach of covenants. He thought it “ was 
not intended by the Legislature in such a case that a 
landlord, who by his original lease had agreed to bargain 
away his property for a certain term on certain condi- 
tions, and reserving to himself a right of re-entry for 
breach of those conditions, should find himself bound, by 
no act of his own, to be put ina position entirely different 
from that in which he had intended to be; he therefore 
could not apply the section in question so as to give 
that effect, and it seemed to him it had not that effect. 
In his judgment such an effect would be so inequitable 
that he could not give the plaintiff the relief he asked.” 

With great deference, we venture to doubt whether 
this is a satisfactory ratio decidendi. Out of several ob- 
jections we will confine ourselves to this. Even if the 
underlease had contained provisions and covenants iden- 
tical in language with those of the original lease, yet the 
effect of holding it to be binding on the original lessor 
after the disclamer of the trustee of the bankrupt lessee 
might be “to put the lessor, by no act of: his own, ina 
position entirely different from that in which he had 
intended to be.’ He had intended to let to A. a 
trustworthy and substantial tenant—he finds himself 
saddled with B., a man of straw. The fallacy appears 
to lie in the assumption that the covenants in a 
lease and an underlease, because identical in words, are 
identical in effect. Supposing I have let a house for 
twenty-one years with a stringent covenant to repair, and 
my lessee underlets at the end of fourteen years for seven 
years, less two days, with a precisely similar covenant to re- 
pair, can it be said that I suffer no injustice if, on the dis- 
claimer of the lease by the trustee of my lessee, I am 
compelled to accept a covenant to repair which has refer- 
ence only to the condition of the demised premises at the 
end of fourteen years’ occupation by my lessee? (See 
Walker v. Hatton, 10 M. & W. 249). 





A cass almost comparable in importance and difficulty 
to the Clapham bell-ringing case has recently occupied 
the attention of the highest court of the realm. It ap- 
pears that the parish church of Peebles has a steeple, 
and that the steeple has three bells. One of these, 
known as the “dead bell,” and strongly suspected of 
being cracked, is used for funerals and fires; another, 
formerly the prison bell, is used for calling workpeople 
to their work; and the third, a venerable bell, bearing 
the town’s arms, up to 1873 was used for summoning the 
congregation of the parish church. Now, the steeple was 
erected by the town council under an agreement with 
the heritors, made in 1779, whereby it was stipulated 
that “ the steeple, when finished, is to be the sole prop- 
erty of the borough for ever, the bells, however, to be 
employed for the parish as well as the town.” In 1873 
the town council resolved that the bell be rung every 
Sabbath-day at 11 a.m,, 1.45 pm, and 5.45 pm. These 
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hours corresponded with the hours of service at the 
parish church, but the evening service there was some- 
what intermittent ; hence, in the opinion of the minister 
and kirk session, the ringing of the bell at 5.45 p.m. 
was misleading, and it seems to have been admitted that 
it was intended to assemble the Dissenting congregations 
of the town as well as the parish church congrega- 
tion. The minister and kirk-session, therefore, applied to 
the Court of Session for an interdict to prevent 
this use of the bell. The Lord Ordinary refused 
the application, but the First Division granted it. 
Lord Deas founded his judgment in favour of the 
plaintiffs on the authority of M‘Naughten v. Paisley 
(13 S. 435), expressly dissenting, however, from Lord 
Medwyn’s doctrine in that case, that “ it is the privilege 
of the Established Church alone to assemble her members 
for public worship by the sound of a bell.’’ The learned 
judge also laid stress upon the usage whereby the bell 
had been “ hebdomadally rung” at hours fixed by the 
parish minister and kirk session for summoning the 
parish church congregation, and for no other eccle- 
siastical purpose. ‘ It may be open to doubt,” said his 
lordship, “ how far the Bow bells of London called out 
intelligibly, ‘ Turn again, Whittington,’ but there can 
be no doubt that the bell in dispute has hitherto called 
out intelligibly, ‘ Come to the parish church of Peebles.’ ” 
Lord Jerviswoode and the Lord President agreed with Lord 
Deas ; but Lord Ardmillan dissented, on the ground that 
the bell was “ primarily, but not exclusively, dedicated to 
the summoning of the congregation of the parish church, 
and there had been no attempt to interfere with or limit 
that use.” On appeal to the House of Lords a new view 
was adopted. Their lordships held that the agreement 
of 1779 bound the town council to use the bells either 
for the parish or the town, whereas the use of them for 
summouing Dissenting congregations was neither a 
parochial nor a municipal purpose. The result is that 
the venerable bell will continue “to call out intelligibly, 
‘ Come to the parish church of Peebles.’ ” 

Our own law on this important subject is clearly 
settled. Although the bells and ropes of the parish 
church are to be provided by the parishioners at their 
own charge, the 88th canon of 1603 provides that the bells 
shall not be rung “‘ without good cause to be allowed by 
the minister of the place and by the churchwardens.” 
In Redhead v. Wait (10 W. R. Eccl. Dig. 32) some 
parishioners who had rung the church bells on a meeting 
of foxhcunds were admonished and condemned in the 
costs of the suit. 





Tus 1s as ace of grievances, and until Mr. Charley 
aud his Sosicty have accomplished “the definition and 
amendment of the Rules of Etiquette,” we must expect 
to hear mutterings of discontentin both branches of the 
profession. The latest have arisen from “‘ A Barrister,” 
who unfolded in the Times a few days ago a tale of per- 
fidy and woe. “A gentleman,” he said, “lately called 
on me and asked me to advise him on a matter 1 have 
made a spécialité. I told him he must ‘come to me 
through a solicitor. He went to a solicitor, but that 
solicitor led him away to counsel somewhere else.” 
This is very sad; but it does not appear that the 
client told the solicitor the name of the barrister 
to whom he applied in the first instance, nor is it 
stated that the client ever had, or expressed, any 
intention of following counsel's advice to come to 
him. An ill-natured reader might hint that 
perhaps the client in his short interview with counsel 
learnt enfficient to prevent him from again desiring to 
obtain his advice. A less cynical person might suggest 
that a wslicitor’s whole duty to his client is not 
comprised in the observance of the rule that, with 
reference to the introduction of business, one good turn 
deserves another, but that he is bound to obtain for his 
client the best opinion he can get. Moreover, in this 
cast, sinceno name was mentioned by counsel to his client, 
it was not by the recommendation of counsel that the 





client employed the particular solicitor he went to; hence 
no special claim to gratitude arose. This appears to 
have occurred to the “ Barrister,” for when an. 
other person came to him in the same way, he told him 
“to go to a particular solicitor.” This time the solicitor 
is stated to have “ led away,” not the client, but a portion 
of his money :—“ He went, put down with that solicitor the 
five guineas he had offered me for my opinion, and of 
these five two found their way eventually to me ona ‘ case 
for opinion,’ the remaining three being left in transitu 
with the solicitor. If the junior bar were allowed to 
draw wills and have them executed in their clerks’ cham. 
bers, a great cheapening as well as improvement of the 
law would be effected for the public.” This is very 
diverting. The solicitor took his charges out of the five 
guineas which counsel would have accepted, and so made 
the cost to the client five instead of eight guineas, and 
the writer suggests as the moral of the transaction 
that it would be cheaper for the public to go direct to 
counsel, On his own showing the cost to the client would 
have been exactly the same in either case; while, if he 
had come direct, both he and the barrister would have 
lacked the benefit of the skill and labour of another 
adviser. 





Wuen Lorp Lyrretton raised an outcry about the 
burdens imposed on the county court judges we ventured 
to express a doubt whether those learned personages 
were really suffering from any excessive press of work. 
The minutes of evidence given before the Administrative 
Departments Commissioners, just printed, contain some 
observations by Mr. Nicol which amply bear out our 
remarks. It appears that in 1863 the days of sitting 
were 7,931, and in 1872 they had only increased to 
7,973 ; that is considerably less than one day per circuit. 
Mr. Nichol further stated that since 1857 the total 
number of sittings of the judges in the year had dimin- 
ished by about 1,000. The general average attendance 
of a judge during the last ten years has been about 134 
or 135 days in a year. In Lord Westbury’s time a 
county court judge complained that he had to sit 156 
days in the year, and was informed by the Chancellor 
that he must not complain if he had to sit 200 days 
without travelling. To a great extent the number of 
the dayson which a county court judge sits depends on the 
number of cases put in his paper for hearing, and this is 
a matter regulated by himself. It appears from the same 
evidence that Lord Selborne, when Chancellor, had under 
consideration the questions, what should be considered a 
fair day's work for a county court judge ? and whether 
some limit should not be imposed on the number of cases 
which should be allowed to be set down for hearing in 
a day, but great difficulty was found in arriving at any 
conclusion on these subjects, and nothing was dono. 








INDEMNITY FOR COSTS OF PRIOR LITI« 
GATION. 
Fi 

Tur vacillation and variety of opinion as to the measure 
of damages has been great, but in no part of that subject 
is the principle more difficult to trace than where the 
claim of the plaintiff has included costs incurred by him 
in some prior proceeding. The question may be put 
generally thus—In what cases will the plaintiff be entitled 
to recover the costs of litigation in which he has been 
engaged in consequence of that failure of duty on the 
part of the defendant for which the plaintiff is now 
suing him ? 

Now, in the first place, the way to the consideration 
of the cases in which the costs thus incurred can be 
recovered may be cleared by seeing where they cannot; 
and the one point which is certain is that’ the plaintiff 
cannot recover them where the litigation in which he 
has engaged is rash, improvident, and such as a pradent 
and well-advised man would not have engaged in, Thus 
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the plaintiff has been unable to recover such costs where» 
after the opportunity for discovering the defendant's 
default, he has, in reliance on his warranty, entered into 
a similar warranty to a third person, and thence incurred 
a legal liability (Wrightup v. Chamberlain, 7 Scott, 
598); where, in reliance on the defendant’s assertion of his 
authority as agent he has entered into litigation in which, 
even if the authority had existed, he must necessarily fail 
for want of compliance with the provisions of the Statute 
of Frauds (Pow v. Smith, 9 W. R. 611,1 B. & S. 220); 
where, in the like reliance, he has continued the litigation 
after the non-existence of the authority has become mani- 
fest (Godwin v. Francis, L. R. 5 C. P. 295); where he 
has maintained a hopeless defence to a liability which 
he has incurred by reason of the defendant’s default 
(Ronneberg v. Falkland Islands Company, 12 W.R. 914, 
17C. B. N. 8.1; Roach v. Thompson, 4 C. & P. 194; 
Bleaden v. Charles, 7 Bing. 246; Tindall v. Bell, 11 
M. & W. 228; Short v. Kalloway, 11 A. & E. 28); and 
where, even in reliance on his own agent's statement that 
a representation had been made by a third person, he has 
commenced an action for deceit against that person, with- 
out making those inquiries which a prudent man would 
have made (Richardson v. Dunn, 8 W. R. 582, 8 C. B. N.S. 
655 ; see also per Lord Abinger, C.B., and Parke, B., in 
Walker v. Hatton, 10 M. & W. 249). From these nega- 
tives the corresponding affirmative must not be concluded 
that, but for the want of prudence on the part of the 
plaintiff, the costs could in these cases have been re- 
covered ; how far this could have been done is the subject 
of distinct consideration ; all that is decided by them is 
that, assuming the plaintiff might, under some circum- 
stances, have recovered the costs, his own imprudence 
was the true cause of their being incurred, and has inter- 
rupted the chain of cause and effect by which they could 
be attributed to the defendant’s default. 

But two observations may be made on some of the cases 
above cited. Roach v. Thompson and Bleaden v. Charles 
were cases in which the acceptor of ‘a bill of exchange in- 
curred costs through not meeting his acceptance, on which, 
but for the defendant's default, he would not have been 
sued. The defence, being to a bond fide holder for value, 
was hopeless, and therefore he was held not entitled to 
recover his costs. Butin Jones v. Brooke (7 Taunt. 464) 
it was held that if the plaintiff was accommodation 
acceptor to the defendant it would be otherwise, perhaps 
on the ground that it was the defendant's duty to keep 
him in funds to meet the bill, and this case was referred 
to by Parke, B., as settled lawin Stratton v. Mathews 
(3 Ex. 48). In Beech v. Jones (5 OC. B. 696), however, 
this exception to the general rule was not allowed, and 
Jones v. Brooke cannot therefore be now relied on. 

The other observation refers to a suggestion of 
Parke, B., in Z'indall v. Bell that, “‘ when the mischief 
is dune, the necessary consequences of it are what a 
reasonable man would do under similar circumstances, 
where he had no other judgment but his own to resort 
to”; this can hardly be accepted as law, at least when 
the opportunity exists of recourse to other advice; the 
plaintiff who seeks to recover his costs must show that he 
has acted as a prudent and well-advised man would have 


But in the next place it is not enough for the plaintiff 
seeking to recover costs incurred in consequence of the 
defendant’s default to say that in incurring them he 
acted prudently for his own interests. If, relying on the 
defendant's performance of his obligation, he has incurred 
& liability to third persons and is sued, and, though he 
cannot succeed in his defence, defends for the purpose of 
having the damages assessed, he cannot recover the costs 
soincurred. In Mors le blanch v. Wilson (21 W.R. 109, 
L, R. 80, P. 227), indeed, the contrary was held, and the 

aintiff’, a charterer, who through the defendant's de- 

ult in loading a cargo had incurred liability to the 
shipowner for detention, was allowed to recover the 
costs of his defence. But in the recent case of Bawen- 
v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company 





(23 W. R. 167, L. R. 10 Ex. 35) that view was dissented 
from, and the case was overruled, and it must now be 
taken that the plaintiff caunot recover costs which he 
thus incurs for his own protection. 

But Baxendale v. London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 
way Company is further an authority that the costs in- 
curred in litigation arising out of a contract independent 
of, and unconnected with, that made between the plaintiff 
and defendant cannot in any case be recovered. The 
plaintiffs had been employed to carry a picture from 
London to Paris; and they, in turn, employed the de- 
fendants; through the negligence of the defendants the 
picture was spoiled, and the owner sued the plaintiffs 
and recovered £650. The plaintiffs then claimed in their 
action against the defendants to recover the £650 and the 
costsof their defence. The court below, on the authority of 
Mors le blanch v. Wilson, held them entitled to these costs. 
Now the defendants must, no doubt, have been aware 
that the plaintiffs were themselves carriers, and would 
therefore be probably exposed to actions for any loss or 
damage in respect of goods passed on by them to the de- 
fendants. But Horne v. Midland Railway Company 
(21 W. R. 481, L. R. 8 C. P. 131) is a distinct authority 
that, in order to aggravate the carrier’s liability beyond 
the value of the goods, there must be, at the least, a spe- 
cific notice of the loss which the sender is likely to 
suffer by non-delivery, if not a contract on the part of 
the carrier to accept that risk. If, however, the decision 
had remained unreversed, it would have imposed on 
every carrier a further liability dependent on the circum- 
stance, with which he has nothing to do, that the 
sender is himself under an obligation to a third 
person. The Court of Exchequer Chamber reversed 
this judgment, and not only denied the plaintiffs’ right 
to the costs actually incurred, but held that they could 
not even claim any costs at all. “The whole of the 
costs were incurred for the plaintiffs’ own benefit,” says 
Lord Coleridge, “and were not in any sense the natural 
and proximate result of the defendants’ breach of duty.” 
“The costs claimed,” says Keating, J., are “not the 
proximate consequence of the defendants’ breach of 
duty.” Lush, J., says, “The defendants incurred no 
liability to Harding (the owner of the picture). The 
costs of defending Harding's action, therefore, cannot 
be said to be the consequence of the defendants’ default. 
The two things have no connection whatever with each 
other.” “These costs,” says Quain, J., are “‘ the costs of 
an action brought upon a contract made by the plaintiffs 
with Harding, to which the defendants were no parties 
and with which they had no concern.”” “ The contracts,” 
says Archibald, J., “ were wholly independent, and the 
damages recovered against the plaintiffs by Harding were 
not of necessity the same as those which the plaintiffs 
could recover against the defendants.” 

The same rule is stated by Parke, B.,in Tindall v. Bel? 
(11 M. & W. 231), to be settled law with respect to costs 
of litigation arising out of a contract occasioned by the 
defendant’s default. The case in question, he says, 
“very much resembles that of repair, in which it has been 
held that if a party chooses to stand the consequences of 
an action by the tradesman for the value of the repairs, 
he cannot charge the expenses of that as a consequence 
upon the party who did the original wrong whereby the 
repairs became necessary.” ‘This view, which it was not 
necessary to act upon in Jindal! v. Bell, because the liti- 
gation was held imprudent, is contirmed by Bawxendale’s 
case, and it would apply to the above-cited case of Ronne- 
berg v. Falkland Islands Company as well as to Tin- 
dali v, Bell, in which cases the costs arose out of litigation 
on contracts made by the plaintiff to remedy the con- 
sequences, in the one case of defendant's wrongful act, 
and in the other of his wrongful default. 

On the same principle it was held in Pealey v. Watts 
(7 M. & W. 601), and Walker v. Hatton (10 M. & W, 
249), overruling Neal v. Wyllie (3 BL & C589), that a 
lessee could not recover from his under-lessee, on his 
covenant to repair, coits incurred in defending an action 
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for repairs brought by the superior landlord on his own 
covenant with him, notwithstanding that the damages 
for non-repair were in fact the same in both actions. 
This identity of the damages was urged, as it was also in 
Mors le blanch v. Wilson and Baxendale’s case, as a 
reason why the costs should be allowed; and if, asa 
matter of fact, they are the same, we should hardly feel 
it was the true answer to say that they need not of neces- 


sity be the same. The true answer is that the. 


contracts are distinct and independent, a reason which 
would hold good if the very identical thing were 
stipulated for in both contracts; the breach of one con. 
tract could not have for its proximate consequence the 
costs of defending an action on a distinct and independent 
one. How far this argument extends is strongly shown 
by Halli v. Logan (4 C. B. 598), where the lessee was 
held not entitied to recover from his under-lessee the 
loss of a term forfeited through breach of his own 
covenant to insure, but which would not have happened 
if the under-lessee had observed his covenant for insur- 
ance. ‘“ The covenants,” says Maule, J., “are different. 
But, assuming them to be identical, I think the loss of 
the term here was not the result of the defendant’s breach 
of covenant, but of the breach by the plaintiff himself of 
the covenant entered into by him with the lessor.” And 
thie reasoning is at least equally applicable to costs in- 
curred in defending an action on the lessor’s covenant ; 
the true cause of these costs was the contract of the per- 
son sued in the action. 


(To be continued.) 








LOCUS STANDI. 


A RECENT case before the Court of Referees, decided on 
the 27th of last month, exemplifies the defects of the 
practice of Parliament in respect of locus standi of con- 
stituents seeking to be heard against a Bill promoted by 
a local authority. The title of the Bill before the court 
was the West Kent Drainage Bill; the promoters were 
the guardians of the poor of Bromley Union, and the 
petitioners were owners and ratepayers acting in pur- 
suance of a vote of the vestries of parishes within the 
Union. The formal objection taken to the petitioners 
was that they were not entitled to be heard against their 
representatives. The decision, as officially printed, we 
give in its own peculiar phraseology :—“ The locus standi 
of the following petitioners has been disallowed: [name 
of petition] owners and ratepayers of Orpington, &c., 
except as to such of the petitioners as are owners.” 

In order to see our way clearly to a right ascertainment 
of the justice of the peculiar principle of exclusion of pe- 
titioners from all right to be heard, even to cross-examine 
the hostile one-sided evidence of their own so-called repre- 
tatives, it is necessary to particularize the facts as they 
appeared on the Bill and the petition. The local body 
of administrators of the poor rates who had originated 
the Bill, proposed, as the title of their project indicated, 
an extensive sewerage scheme, involving between six and 
seven miles of tunnelling, at the cost substantially of 
those parishes of which the petitioning ratepayers were 
inhabitants. The works were designed on a scale suffi- 
cient to drain, not only the parishes in Bromley Union, 
but the districts of seven other local boards, boards of 
guardians, and other local bodies, all of which bodies, 
with one exception, had not only opposed the Bill in the 
House of Lords, but had obtained the insertion of clauses 
rendering necessary more engineering works. The 
guardians of Bromley Union had provided in the Bill 
for the incorporation of themselves and these hostile 
local bodies under the name and title of the West Kent 
Main Drainage Board, and they had originally proposed 
to charge with the costs of the undertaking an area of 
£400,000 in rateable value. The Bill came down from 
the House of Lords with its contemplated West Kent 
Main Drainage Board reduced to the poor law guardians 
of Bromley Union and one “other local body”; the 








taxable area was also reduced from a total of £400,000: 
rateable value to a total of £130,000, while the cost of 
the undertaking was augmented. 

Now, the petitioners claimed to be allowed to show: (1) 
That this Bill was initiated without the assent, asked or- 
obtained, of the ratepayers, either by meeting called 
together or otherwise, and that the proceedings of the 
promoters were ultra vires ; (2) That the Local Board of 
Health of Bromley were opposed to the scheme, and that 
they were prepared with a more feasible and less costly 
one; (3) The petitioners asked to be heard to show 
that it was not necessary for the drainage of their 
parishes that engineering works of a magnitude and. 
power sufficient to drain West Kent should be con. 
structed, and that the small area which would have to 
pay the cost of these public works would be excessively 
taxed if these works were authorized. 

Those who are not familar with the practice of Parlia- 
ment might think that, under the circumstances, this- 
was a reasonable application on the part of the peti- 
tioners. Here was a body of officials in a country place, 
elected by ratepayers primarily to administer the funds 
raised for the poor of the parishes, proposing, in the 
language of their scheme, “the effectual sewerage” of a 
very wide territory at the cost of the inhabitants of a small 
area, those inhabitants being their own ratepayers. It 
can hardly be accepted by the public as a satisfactory 
state of things that parish guardians on their election 
are clothed with the functions of sewerage authorities, 
and are entitled to assume the consent of their ratepay- 
ing constituents to parliamentary projects to drain the 
western portion of the county at their expense. It 
would seem to be a first principle of justice that parties 
should in some way or other be allowed, before any tri- 
bunal empowered to impose fresh liabilities, to show that 
their representatives are seeking to obtain ex parte the 
sanction of the court to purposes, not only not sanctioned: 
by, but opposed by and stated to be against the interests 
of those from whom they derive their very status. And 
when the representatives are an elected body of men, 
acting by resolutions passed by a bare majority, and the 
court is the High Court of Parliament, endowed with 
plenary powers, it does seem that the case could not be put 
higher for the admission of such petitioners. 

Such, nevertheless, is not the practice of Parliament. 
This was conclusively settled, not only by the case of 
the Metropolitan Streets Improvements Bill in 1872 (2 
Cliff. & St. 264), but by a host of modern decisions, the 
natural offspring of anterior precedents. Is there not 
ground for saying that the rules as to locus standi should. 
be reviewed by the light of recent experience? And 
should not advantage be taken of the opportunity to recast 
others of the rules founded on the decisions of the old 
parliamentary committees, the uncertainty, or as some 
would say caprice, of which was so emphatically con- 
demned by Mr. Dodson in 1868 ?* 








Recent Becisians. 
COMMON LAW. 


IncomE-TAx—F orEIGN CoRPORATION. 
Attorney-General v. Alexander, Ex., 23 W.R. 255, L. R. 
10 Ex. 20. 

The grounds on which this case was decided are less: 
broad than could have been desired. The Inland 
Revenue sought to make a foreign banking corporation, 
constituted by Turkish law and having its seat fixed at 
Constantinople, liable to pay income-tax on its whole 
revenue, as a corporation “resident in the United 
Kingdom,” because by an agency it carried on business 
here. As the result of an elaborate enumeration of its 
functions, the court arrived at the conclusion that, 
although carrying on business here, and, therefore liable 
in respect of the profits of business so carried on, it could 


* Hansard, vol. 19), p. 562. 
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not be said to be resident here; and, indeed, to have 
held otherwise would have been almost in direct contra- 
diction to the words of the statute. But we should have 
thought that the place of residence of a corporation neces- 
sarily was the country by virtue of whose laws it existed, 
and where its seat was fixed by those laws. This was the 
proad argument of the defendants, and it seems to have 
been adopted by Amphlett, B.; but the course of rea- 
soning followed by Kelly, C.B., and Cleasby, B., makes 
it impossible to say that the decision is to that effect. 


Principat AND AGENT— ELECTION. 


Curtis v. Williamson, Q.B., 23 W. R. 236, L. R. 10 
Q. B. 57. 


The question what acts on the part of a person con- 
tracting with the agent of an undisclosed principal will 
amount to an election to charge the agent so as to pre- 
clude recourse to the principal, received an important 
illustration in Calder v. Dobell (19 W. R. 409, L. R. 6 
C. P. 486), which, in effect, decided that there must be 
something equivalent to an election not to charge the 
principal, that whether there was such an election was a 
question of fact, and that it was not concluded by char- 
ging the agent after knowledge of the principal. Priestly 
y. Fernie (13 W. R. 1089,3 H. & C. 977), however, 
set this limit to the power of recourse against the 
principal, that he could not be sued after the agent had 
been sued to judgment; which seems (though it is not) 
a logical consequence from the premisses that there 
is in such cases only one contract, and that, by 


recovering judgment against the agent, the other 

y is in a manner estopped from saying (though 
the matter being res inter alios acta it is not strictly an 
estoppel) that the contract was with the principal. In 
the present case it was attempted to treat as an election 
precluding recourse against the principal, an affidavit of 
proof in bankruptcy filed, but not further proceeded upon. 


The court held that this did not amount to such an elec- 
tion. The circumstances attending the filing, which had, 
in fact, been countermanded, but notin time, made it of 
as little force as such an act could have. If such an act 
could be held to be equivalent to commencing an action, 
to which it bears some resemblance, it might be inferred 
that to sue the agent would not amount to an election, 
but the language of the court, which distinguishes 
between the two acts, forbids this inference. It is, how- 
ever, true to say that the expressions used favour the 
view that merely commencing an action would not be an 
election. 





ADMIRALTY. 
Evipence—Documents or Pusuic INTEreEstv. 
H.M.S. Bellerophon, Ad., 23 W. R. 248. 


In Beatson v. Skene (8 W. R. 544, 5 H. & N. 838) it 
was held that an officer of state, who on grounds of the 
public interest objected to the production of documents 
in his custody relating to affairs of state, would not be 
compelled to produce them. It was, indeed, thought by 
Martin, B., that the court could compel the production, 
and might do so if on examination of them the objection 
appeared frivolous; and this was not contradicted by 
Pollock, C.B., in delivering the judgment of the court, 
though he treated the distinction as practically im- 
material. In most cases it, no doubt, would be so, but 
we are inclined to think that Martin, B., was justified in 
making this cautious exception to the generality of the 
Tule. In the present case Sir R. Phillimore has followed 
the rule laid down in Beatson v. Skene, and refused to 
order inspection of Admiralty reports relating to a colli- 
sion, the subject of the suit, which the Lords of the Ad- 
miralty objected on public grounds to produce. 











Rehtews. 


SHIPMASTERS AND SEAMEN. 


Tue Law Retatine to SuHrpmMasTERS AND SEAMEN. 
Joseru Kay, Q.C. 2 Vols. Stevens & Haynes. 


It is some years since the publication of any work on 
the law of this country relating to shipping, if we ex- 
cept Mr. Maclachlan’s new edition of his treatise on that 
subject, which has only very recently been published; 
and the accumulation of decisions in the interval 
would have made any book on this bianch of law useful 
at the present time. Mr. Kay has dealt with the sub- 
ject in a manner somewhat different to his predecessors, 
In his preface he states that he has only treated of 
a portion of it and has treated such portion in rela- 
tion to ship-masters and seamen, and not in relation 
to shipowners; and his object he states to have been, 
in default of a code of shipping law, to “ endeavour to 
compile a guide and reference book for masters, 
shipagents, and consuls, to aid them as far as the 
present state of the shipping laws of the great British 
empire would enable him to do so.” It would seem, 
therefore, that the book is intended for lay readers rather 
than lawyers. Whether, in a work too pretentious to be 
ranked amongst mere legal handy-books, it was desirable 
for the author to confine himself so narrowly to one as- 
pect of the subject may be matter of doubt. The 
class of readers for whom the book is intended would, we 
should have thought, have preferred a guide with fewe. 
authorities but wider scope, a compendium rather than a 
monograph. How, for instance, in a work intended for 
masters, shipagents, and consuls, all reference to the 
subject of general average should have been omitted we 
cannot imagine; and yet anybody unacquainted with 
shipping matters who reads this text-pvok would suppose 
that the only sense in which the word average was 
ever used was that in which it is used in a bill of lading 
to denote certain petty charges such as trimming, 
beaconage, &c. 

Another defect in the work, caused, perhaps inevitably, 
by the author’s steady adherence to the plan upon which 
it is constructed, is a repetition which increases the bulk 
of a book already too large, and sometimes becomes 
wearisome to the reader. As an instance of repetition 
of the former kind, we may mention chapter ii. of part 
XIV. as to the master’s statutory remedies for wages, 
which is, almost verbatim, a repetition of several pages 
devoted to the same subject in part IX., chapter ix., 
which deals with the seamen’s remedies, the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854, having provided (section 191) that 
a master is to have the same rights, liens, and remedies 
for the recovery of his wages which a seaman has, As 
an instance of wearisome iteration, we may cite the state- 
ment on p. 80 that “the assured makes no warranty to 
the underwriters that the vessel shall continue seaworthy, 
or that the master or crew shall do their duty during 
the voyage,” a rule which is repeated in nearly the same 
words no less than four times in ten pages, viz., on pp. 
80, 84, 88, and 89. 

A more serious defect may be noticed in a certain 
carelessness of statement which may furnish puzzles for 
the intelligent, and perhaps traps for the unwary, 
mariner, for whose benefit the work is designed. Thus 
on p. 626 he will find cited the provision of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, s. 182, that every 
stipulation by which any seaman consents to abandon 
his right to wages in case of the loss of the ship 
shall be wholly inoperative. On p. 629 he will find is 
stated, on the authority of Cutter v. Powell, &c., that where: 
the seaman’s agreement “contains an express provision 
in explicit terms that the seaman shall not be entitled to 
wages until the arrival of the ship, no claim for wages 
can arise before such arrival.’ To take another 
instance, on p. 642 he will find it stated that when a 
seaman signs articles there is no implied promise or 
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warranty by the shipowner or master that the ship is 
seaworthy. On p. 708 he will read, as to the right of 
a seaman to refuse to embark, that “if the ship is not 
seaworthy, contrary to the implied undertaking that she 
should be so, a refusal to put to sea in her is no 
desertion.” 

Moreover, the author is not free from that besetting 
sin in writers of legal text-books of citing the facts of 
cases and leaving the reader to draw his own conclusions. 


Dover Railway (23 W. R. 167, L. R. 10 Ex. 35), but not 
upon the point in question. 

We have dwelt in some detail oh points in which the 
work under review seems defective, but we must not 
leave it without ackuowledging the merits which it 
possesses. As a guide to students or persons desiring to 
be introduced to the law of merchant shipping it may be 
valuable, so far as it goes; whilst the practitioner will 
find in it, ndt much originality, perhaps, but a careful and 


In his discussion of a subject so extremely important, in 
a book designed for sea captains, as that of the master’s 
lien for freight, and how far and when the bill of lading 
in this respect incorporates the terms of the charter- 


well-arranged compilation of the cases down to a recent 
time, 


Sage inp ences ua ae 


party, Mr. Kay is too much inclined to say that itis a 
question of construction of the contract, and, though in- 
dustriously citing the decisions, to leave his unlearned 
readers to extract their principles just when the applica- 
tion of them alone would be hard enough. We must, 
however, do the author the justice to say that this is by 
no means a characteristic of the book throughout. It1s 
somewhat unequal in this respect, but in some parts of it 
the author seems to us to have extracted the principles, as 
well as detailed the facts, of the cases cited, with ability 
as well as accuracy. The chapter devoted to Stoppage 
in Transitu seems to us particularly admirable in this 
respect. 

On the whole we are inclined to think that the lawyer 
will find this a more useful book than the lay 
reader. Always remembering that it does not profess to 
be a complete treatise on the law of merchant shipping, 
it may be said to be a fairly full and accurate 
collection, in a logical form, of the decisions and 
statutes respecting the branches of the subject 
with which the author deals. We cannot say that 


we invariably agree with his law, and there are 
some omissions which seem to us defects froma lawyer’s 
as well as a layman’s point of view. Mr. Kay has cited 
from the Judicature Act the extension to all the superior 
courts of the admiralty principle as to contributory 
negligence in the case of collisions between ships, which 


makes it the more surprising that he should omit all 
notice of the change effected by the Act as to defendants 
being allowed to set up counter-claims, which will have 
so material a bearing upon a point that constantly arises 
as to the right to set off short delivery against freight. 
Under the new Act and proposed rules it would seem 
that in future this will be possible. So again the provi- 
sion in the Judicature Act as to the assignment 
of choses in action is passed over in silence, and the rule 
that they are not assignable so as to enable the assignee 
to sue in his own name in the common law courts 
is laid down without qualification. We are sur- 
prised, moreover, to find that in a practical treatise, 
where the ordinary form of bill of lading is set forth, the 
author should give only the old restricted exceptions, 
without any reference to the numerous additional excep- 
tions which have been added by modern usage, and more 
especially to the important one so constantly adopted in 
the present day, and which has been the subject of no 
little judicial controversy—that of “ the negligence of the 
master and mariners.” Has not Mr. Kay heard of the 

Eastern bill of lading, which was settled by the 
merchants, shipowners, and underwriters a few years 
back, and which we believe isin general, if not universal, 
use for export traffic in steamships~eastward ? 

, One more omission we will notice, and then have done 
with our catalogue of defects. For practical men there 
can hardly be a more important question than that of 
the rigat of the master to retain his lien after discharge 
and warehousing of a cargo where the provisions of the 
Merchant Shipping Act on this point do not apply. 
Was the case of Mors. Le Blanche v. Wilson (21 W. R. 
109, L. R. 8 C. P. 227) too recent to be introduced in Mr. 
Kay’s pages? It certainly qualifies in a very important 
way the law as laid down in previous text-books which 
are cited by Mr. Kay. It is true that the case was prac- 
tically overruled in Baxendale v. London, Chatham, and 





CONVEYANCING. 


Principtes or Conveyancinc. An Exempntary Work 
For THE Uss or Strupents. By Henry U. Deang, 
Barrister-at-law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The author commences his preface by saying, “ The 
plan of this book has not, it is believed, been adopted in 
any previous work, with the exception of Watkins’s 
Principles of Conveyancing, the last edition of which, 
although published some thirty years ago, is still in con. 
siderabledemand.” If this statement refers to the division 
of the bookintotwo parts, the first treating of real property 
generally and the second having more immediate refer- 
ence to conveyancing, it may, so far as we know, be 
correct. But as two-thirds of the work consist of an 
elementary treatise on the various estates in land, there 
will be few of its readers who will fail to be reminded, at 
all events for the first 282 pages, of a much more recent 
production than Watkins’ Conveyancing; while the last 
142 pages, containing as they do, for the most part, de- 
scriptions of conditions of sale, purchase deeds, &c., do not 
very forcibly remind us of the second part of Watkins’s 
learned treatise. The author will no doubt be the last to 
expect that the first part of his work will replace the accu- 
rate manual by Mr. Joshua Williams which we all know so 
well, and which, as it now stands, is the result of a life’s 
patient labour and research. It is something—and with 
this he must be satisfied—to have written a book which it 
may be useful for students to read as a means of obtain- 
ing a fresh, or at any rate slightly different, view of a 
very important subject, with the elements of which they 
cannot make themselves too familiar. The second part 
of the book can still less replace the necessity of carefully 
going through and considering examples of the instru- 
ments of which it treats. It may, however, be found of 
service in presenting a general bird’s.eye view of such 
instruments. The style of the book is easy and simple, 
and, therefore, well adapted for the readers it is addressed 
to. 


We do not desire to undervalue the pains which the 
author has taken in perfecting his work, and it is evident 
that they have been great. But we would wish him to 
bear in mind that in no class of books is the strictest 
accuracy more essential than in first books for students. 
Wrong impressions taken on the threshold of a man’s 
professional reading are apt to remain for life. We regret, 
therefore, to have observed, in glancing over Mr. Deane’s 
pages, several instances of what appear to us to be the 
results of haste orinattention. For instance, on page 66 
we find it broadly laid down that under the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, “if the assignee of a lease becomes bankrupt, 
and his trustee disclaims it, the person who had assigned 
the lease becomes the unwilling owner of the property 
with which he imagined himself to have parted, and 
liable upon all the conditions and covenants in the lease.” 
The case of Smyth v. North (20 W. R. 683, L. R. 7 Ex. 
242) is given as an authority for this proposition; but 
that case certainly does not decide anything of the kind. 
Again, on page 371 it is broadly stated that on a mort- 
gage of a limited interest in land the mortgage deed 
requires registration under the Bills of Sale Act, in order 
to give the mortgagee a perfect title to the fixtures—the 
author’s attention apparently not having been directed to 
Ex parte Barclay (22 W. R. 608, L. R. 9 Ch. 576). 
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THE REVISED STATUTES. 


Juz Statutes. Revised Edition. Vols. 6 and 7. By 
authority. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


This admirable work—an indispensable part of every 
legal library—makes rapid progress. Vol. 5 was pub- 
lished in March, 1874; vol. 6 (which comprises all the 
statutes in force from 5 Geo. 4to 1 & 2 Will. 4) appeared 
some months ago; and now vol. 7, containing the stat- 
ptes from 2 & 3 Will. 4to 6&7 Will. 4, brings the work 
down close to the present reign. The value of this 
edition can hardly be exaggerated, and a tribute of 
admiration should be paid to the care and accuracy with 
which it has been prepared. 


aS 








SERJEANTS'-INN. 


Tar rumour recently promu!gated that the members of 
Serjeants’-inn have had under discussion the steps to be 
taken with reference to the Serjeants’-inn in caso of the 
coming into operation of the Judicature Act, and the 
continued non-creation of new serjeants, will have excited 
some interest as to the history of the different properties 
which have been successively occupied by the serjeants. 
Their earliest known location was at Scrope’s-inn, near 
§t. Andrew’s Church, in Holborn, which is said * to have 
been an inn for serjeants-at-law as early as the second 
year of the reign of Richard II. In the accounts of the 
bailiffs of the Bishop of Ely, whose mansion was imme- 
diately adjoining, it is referred to as ‘‘ Mansio domini 
Scroope de Bolton, modo vocata le Serjeants Place”; and 
Stowe, in his “ Survey of London,” says, ‘‘Up higher on 
the hill be certain inns and other fair buildings, among 
which of old times was a messuage called Scrope’s-inn, 
for so I find the same recorded in the thirty-seventh of 
Henry VI. This house was some time letten ont to ser- 
jeants at the law.” It was no doubt owing to the 
proximity of Scrope’s-inn to Ely House that the hall of 
the latter edifice was formerly used for the feasts on 
the appointment of new serjeants, though at a later period 
these were held in the Inner Temple Hall. It is probable 
that the serjeants occupied their quarters on Holborn-hill 
until they took possession of what is now known as Ser- 
jeants’-inn, Fleet-street, for the first trace of their occu- 
—" of the latter place is to be discovered in the time of 
eory VI. The freebold of the property then belonged 
tothe Dean and Chapter of York, who had purchased it 
about a hundred years before out of a bequest made to 
tiem by one Dalby for the purpose of founding a chantry 
wherein to sing masses for the repose of his sonl ; and the 
place had been for some time called Dalby's Chantry. In 
1442 the dean and chapter granted it by lease to one 
William Antroas for eighty years, at the rent of ten marks 
ayear. This person appears to have been steward to the 
body ofserjeants. In 1474 there wasafresh lease, forthesame 
Tent and term, to one John Wykes; but in the fifteenth 
year of Henry VIII. the judges and serjeants first appear 
as lessees, the dean and chapter demising the place for 
thirty-one years at a half-yearly rent of 53s. to Sir Lewis 
Pollard, one of the jadges of the Common Pleas; Robert 
Norwich, and Thomas Inglefield, the King’s serjeants; 
John Newdigate, William Rudhale, Humphrey Browne, 
William Shelley, and Thomas Willoughby, serjeants-at- 
law; and William Walwyn, King’s Auditor in the south 
for the Duchy of Lancaster. Stowe speaks of it as the 
place where “ divers judges and serjeants at the law keep 
& commons and are lodged in term time.” On the 
Reformation the freehold appears to have escheated to the 
Crown, and in the third year of Edward VI. it was granted 
to Lord Chief Justice Sir Edward Montague, under the 
iption of ‘‘a messuage, house, and hereditaments 
commonly called Serjeants’-inn, in the occupation of the 
Judges under a lease for years.”” Some years later a doubt 
Was raised as to whether the property had ever legally 
vested in the Crown, and the question was tried in Hol- 
loway v. Watkins (Cro. Jac. 51), an action of ejectment 
ught to recover possession of a house adjoining Ser- 





* Herbert's “ Inns of Court,” p. 357. 





jeants’-inn, and held undera lease from Lord Chief Juar« 
tice Montague, in which the majority of the judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas were of opinion that the land had 
uot been originally held on superstitious uses. The resalt 
of these proceedings was that the estate was restored to 
the Dean and Chapter of York, and the serjeants were 
thenceforth once more iessees only. The whole of tke 
inn appears to have been destroyed in the Great Fire, and 
four years elapsed before it was rebuilt; but in 1670,cn 
renewal of the lease by the Dean and Chapter of York, 
the chambers were rebnilt by a voluntary subscription 
among the serjeants, and the hall and kitchen from tle 
surplus out of the deposits made by seventeen newly-ap- 
— serjeants, after defraying the cost uf the usual 
cast. 

This inn was subsequently deserted by the serjeants 
for the inn of the same name in Chancery-lane, which 
had for a long time been in their occupation. This 
latter inn was known as “ Faryngdou’s-inn”’ in the reign 
of Henry IV. The freehold belonged to the See of Ely, and 
the first authentic notice of an occupation by the jadges 
or serjeants is in 1416, when we find in the accounts of the 
bishop’s bailiff au entry of the receipt of £6 13s. 4d. ‘‘ pro 
Faryngdon’s-inn in Chancellors’ -lane, dimisso Rogero Hoi ton 
et Willielmo Cheney, justiciariis, et Waltero Ackham, ap- 
prentisio legis.” In 1426 it was demised to ‘‘J. Martin et 
Jacobo Strangwiz, et T. Rolf, justiciariis ad Viib.” In 
1410 it was demised to John Hody and other serjeants for 
£5 a year, and in 1474 to Sir Robert Danby, Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas, and other judges for £4 year; two 
years later it was demised for the same sum to Sir Thomas 
Grey, who, in 1484, had a new lease thereof at the same 
rent, but subject to a liability for the gy aon premises 
being described as “ Hospicium vocatum Serjeants’-inn in 
Chancery-lane.” A few years later the tenancy appears to 
have ceased, but in 1508 the inn was once more demised 
to John Mordaunt and Humphrey Coningsby, two of 
the King’s serjeants. The lease appears to have been con- 
stactly renewed up to the beginning of the present cen- 
tury, as appears from the preamble to the Act 3 & 4 Will, 
4, c. 100 (Local and Personal). It is there recited that 
the inn belonged to the See of Ely, and had ‘‘for a long 
period of years been held by the Hon. Society of Judges 
and Serjeants-at-Law, under leases for three lives, which 
have been renewed from time to time,” and that the last 
lease was made in July, 1817, between the then Bishop of 
Ely of the first part, and Lord Ellenborough, Sir Vicary 
Gibbs (then Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas), Lord Chief Baron Richards, and other the judges and 
serjeants therein named of the second part, Edward Row- 
land Pickering of the third part, and John Allen of the 
fourth part. This Act was obtained by the lessees of the 
inn partly because they wished to enlarge their buildings, 
and partly in consequence of litigation with the parish of 
St. Dunstan as to the rateability of the inn, which was, in 
the case of Lens v. Brown (1 C. & P. 224), determined in 
favour of the parish. The second section vested the inn 
in the Society of Judges and Serjeants-at-Law (thereby 
made for that purpose a body corporate, with a common 
seal), and their successors for their absolute use and 
benefit, freed and discharged from the existing lease, sub- 
ject under later sections to an annual payment of £180 to 
the Bishop of Ely, and £130 to the parish of St. Dunstan, 
namely, £50 in lien of church rate, and £80 in lieu of poor 
rate, both the bishop and the parish officers having a 
right of distress for the amounts secured by the Act. 

There is no antiquarian interest attaching to the build- 
ings of the existing Serjeants’-inn. The judges’ chambers, 
which will doubtless be removed as soou as accommoda- 
tion is provided in the new law courts, as well as the pri- 
vate chambers, are entirely modern. ‘The hall also has 
been subjected to repeated alterations. Almost the only 
public use to which it is now pat is for the hearing of 
appeals before the judges by persons disbarred or refused 
admission by the benchers of any of the inns of court. 
For many years nearly all the practising serjeants had 
chambers in the inn, but of late years they have on re- 
ceiving the coif mostly retained their old quarters in the 
Temple. 

A notion appears to be prevalent that the dignity of 
serjeant-at-law is abolished by the Judicature Act. We 
need hardly say, however, that in fact the only provision 
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therein affecting the body is that in section 8 making it 
unnecessary for judges of the Supreme Court to be created 
Serjeants-at-law on their appointment. This provi- 
sion was introduced mainly to relieve the judges of a 
large and needless expense, but partly also with a view to 
placing the common law judges on the same fvoting as 
their colleagues in the equity division, who continue 
members of their Inns of Court, Since the passing of the 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 54, which settled a long controversy by 
finally abolishing the exclusive right of audience before 
the Court of Common Pleas, the dignity of serjeant has 
involved no special pecuniary advantages, and the failure 
to fill up the post of Queen's Ancient Serjeant (since the 
death of Mr. Serjeant Manning), or to appoint any new 
serjeants, has much diminished its importance. No addi- 
tions to the body have been made since 1868, when Ser- 
ieants Sleigh, Cox, and Sargood received the coif from 
Lord Cairns. 








Puates. 


On Wepnrspay the Lords Justices affirmed the decision 
of Vice-Chancellor Bacon in Pryor v. Pryor (23 W. R. 483, 
L. R. 19 Eq. 595), upon the construction of the Partition Actof 
1868. ‘The question was, whether, where a suit for a parti- 
tion had been instituted and a decree made before the passing 
of the Act, the court could afterwards direct a sale instead of 
a partition without the consent of all the parties. The Lords 
Justices agreed with the Vice-Chancellor in holding that 
there wasno such power, The 4th section of the Act (31 & 
32 Vict. c. 40), provides that ‘in a suit for partition, where, 
if this Act had not been passed, a decree for partition might 
have been made, then if the party or parties interested, in- 
dividually or collectively, to the extent of one moiety or up- 
wards in the property to which the suit relates, request the 
eourt to direct a sale of the property and a distribution of 
the proceeds instead of a division of the property between or 
among the parties interested, the court shall, unless it sees 
good reason to the contrary, direct a sale of the property ac- 
cordingly.” The bill in Pryor v. Pryor was filed in 1864 for a 
partition, and in the same year a decree was made, directing an 
inquizy as to the parties interested in the property and their 
shares, and that, if it should appear that all the parties in- 
terested were parties to the suit, a partition should be made, 
and a comm ssion issued for the purpose, with this addition, 
** And any of the parties are to be at liberty before the com- 
mission shall be issued to carry in propossls for a sale or for 
a partition of the said hereditaments before the judge in 
chambers.” The further consideration of the cause was re- 
served. In 1874, no commission having been issued, the 
owners of four-sevenths of the property asked the court to 
direct asale of the property. To this the owners of the other 
three-sevenths did not consent, as they desired a partition. 
The Court of Appeal concurred with the Vice-Chancellor in 
holding that the Act of 1868 does not apply toa suit in which 
a decree for a partition had heen made before the Act was 
passed. In Lys v. Lys (17 W. R. 394, L. R. 7 Eq. 126), it 
was held that the Act is retrospective in this sense, that it 
applies to a suit instituted betore it was passed, no decree 
having been made before the passing of the Act. Pryor v. 
Pryor shows that the Act is not retrospective for all pur- 
Poses, 


Dr. AnDREw Kirkwoop, in his address to the Faculty 
of Procurators of Glasgow, on his election as dean of that 
body, gave a roseate picture of the progress of law reform in 
Scotland :—“ We, without hesitation, advise our clients, in 
all important questions, to resort at once to the Court of 
Session, and it is accordingly from Glasgow that it derives 
it chief business. We do this fcr many obvious reasons, 
but chicfly because of the care and expedition with which 
causes are there now so satisfactorily conducted. This is 
due to the reforms in the Court of Session procedure, intro- 
duced by the Acts of 1850, 1866, and 1868. The record is 
simplified, all orders for lodging papers are inflexible as to 
the time allowed, proofs in most cases are taken before the 
Lord Ordinary, and taken in shorthand, the diets for lead- 
ing proofs, whether before the Lord Ordinary or a jury, are 
peremptory and continuous, and the discussion and deci- 
sion usually follow immediately upon the conclusion of the 
evidence. In all these respects there is great improve- 





ment. Provision also is made for ‘special cases,’ b 
which, if the parties are agreed upon the facts, they can ob. 
tain from the an House a speedy judgment on the law: 
and, where the decision depends on English or Irish law, 
the means are provided (by an Act passed in 1859) of ascer. 
taining that law from_a superior court in England or Ire. 
land, instead of relying, as formerly, on a mere opinion of 
English or Irish counsel. We have every reason therefore 
now to uphold the Court of Session, and have accordingly, 
in the public interest, aided the legislation for its re. 
forms, although we could not personally be thereby bene. 
fited. . . . The statutory measures for the abridgment 
of our system of titles form another class of legal reforms 
strongly advocated by our faculty, which effect a 
pecuniary saving to the community, but, in the first 
instance at least, entail a Joss to the legal profession, 
The result of these reforms is nothing less than the aboli- 
tion of the fendal system—in practice, if not in theory— 
with all its cumbrous machinery. ‘The first inroad on the 
system, in our day, was the short unfeudalized form of 
conveyance introduced into the earliest special Scotch 
Railway Acts, and stereotyped in the Lands Ciauses Con. 
solidation Act. The next innovation was the dispensing 
with feudal clauses in the transfer of heritable securities, 
Then followed the abolition of symbolical delivery of 
heritable property. These changes took place in 1845, 
Two years afterwards (1847) the forms of conveyance were 
abbreviated. In 1858 the instrument of sasine was dis- 
pensed with, and tke verbiage of charters was shortened, 
Further improvements were effected in 1860, 1868, and 
1869, particularly by the Consolidation Act of 1868. And 
finally, the Conveyancing Act of 1874 was passed, super- 
seding, as a rule, charters by progress—abolishing the 
distinction between feu and burgage holdings—reducing 
the long prescription frem forty to twenty years, and the 
prescription against minors to thirty years—and introdu- 
cing many minor improvements in deeds. With regard to 
inhibitions the particular register is discontinued, and the 
prescription of inhibitions is reduced to five years. The 
attachment of acquirenda was happily abolished by a pre- 
vious Act passed in 1868. Thus the props have been 
successively withdrawn from the scaffolding that for ages 
supported the feudal system, and the public now obtain 
the inestimable benefit of a simple, economical, and safe 
title to their heritable property.” 


Ir Was LAID DowN in Orrell v. Busch (18 W. BR. 588, 
L. R.5 Ch. 467), and the rule has been followed in many 
cases since, that, when a suit has been instituted in one 
branch of the Court of Chancery, a person who, with 
knowledge of the existence of the first suit, institutes a 
second suit in relation to the same subject-matter ought 
to commence his proceedings in that branch of the court 
to which the first suit is attached. And if he commences 
his suit in another branch of the court he will have to 
pay the costs of a motion to transfer it to that branch in 
which the first was instituted. Most, if not all, of the 
reported cases in which this rule has been followed are 
cases of concurrent administration suits. On Thursday 
the Lords Justices, in Re The West Hartlepool Iron Company, 
applied the rule to a case where two petitions had been pre- 
sented for the winding upof the same company. The first 
was presented in Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s court, the second 
in the court of Vice-Chancellor Hall, and the second peti« 
tion was ordered to be transferred to the court of Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon. 


Section 69 of the Companies Act, 1862, provides that 
where a limited company is plaintiff in any suit 
“any judge having jurisdiction in the matter may, if it ap- 
pears by any credible testimony that there is reason to 
lieve that, if the defendant be successful in his defence, the 
assets of the company will be insufficient to pay his costa, 
require sufficient security to be given for such costs.” It 
has been held that the general rule of the court, limiting 
the amount of the security to £100, does not apply te such 
a case, but that the security must be for an amount equal 
to the probable amount of costs payable (The Imperial Bank 
of China (Limited) v. The Bank of Hindustan, 14 W. R. 811, 
L. R. 1 Ch. 437). In The Western of Canada Oil, Lands and 
Works Company (Limited) v. Walker an order that the 





SSPFOSPSBES*' B43 || _ 


SSE See SaSeeBecesacs ers SSessyssSssstesss SF Stores Bers ses EF BSERS SES 


rer to Mt Vera" eee wea 


oe —— aa Se a So ® 


Bw... 


June 26, 1875. 


THE SOLICITORS’ 


JOURNAL. 








a 

tiffs should give security for costs was made in a some- 
what novel form. “Vice-Chancellor Malins directed that the 
gcurity given should in the first instance be for £100 only, 
gsum which he thought would be sufficient to cover the 

nse of putting in the defendants’ answers, and he gave 
them liberty to renew their application after their answers 
ghould have been filed. The Lords Justices on Thursday 
yefused to disturb this order. They thought that the Vice- 
Chancellor had adopted a convenient course. When he 
jiad seen the answers he would be much better able to 
judge of the probable expense of the litigation, and to fix 
the amount of the security accordingly. 








AGENTS IN THE COUNTY COURTS. 


Ar the Leeds County Court, on Monday, the 21st inst., 
Mr. Ferns, solicitor, called the attention of the judge (Mr. 

jeant Tindal Atkinson) to a paragraph in which it was 
stated that Mr. Fisher, judge of the Bristol County Court, 
had come to the conclusion that he would not, in future, 
allow cases to be conducted by agents other than certified 
solicitors, and that all railway and other incorporated com- 
panies must appear by solicitors. 

His honour.—That is the rule in this district, and one 
that I laid down in the Halifax district. 

Mr. Ferns said that what he wanted to bring more 
especially under his honour’s notice was that a firm of 
aecountants, calling themselves Beswick & Co., accountants, 
took upon themselves to conduct a large amount of business 
in that court. He had not an opportunity of being present 
on Friday when a case which he was defending was brought 
before the court, but he received from them this legal docu- 
ment, which was headed, “ From Beswick & Co., accountants, 
Manchester, Leeds, &c. 

“Tn the County Court of Yorkshire, holden at Leeds, 
Plaint No. C. 8,818, between William Beecroft, plaintiff, 
and William Winkworth, defendant. Take notice that we 
have withdrawn the above case from court.—Yours 
obediently, Pro Beswick & Co., plaintiff’s agents, Leeds.” 
He submitted that this ought not to be tolerated in this 
court, or any other. 

His honour asked if that was not a case for the Law 
Society rather than for him 

The registrar (Mr. Marshall) said he, of course, would 
yield to no one in wishing to preserve intact the preroga- 
tives of the profession, but he was bound tosay it would be 
quite impossible satisfactorily to conduct the business of 
the court if in any cases taken by him—cases exclusively 
which came before the registrar and were undefended—a 
tule were to be laid down that agents were not to appear. 
The cases which were heard before the registrar were in 
the great majority of instances for small sums, in which it 
would be quite impossible for the parties to bear the ex- 
pense of having professional assistance. These cases were 
put by tradesmen into the hands of agents—Messrs. Bes- 
wick & Co. and others—who appeared before him with a 
long list of cases. They adduced proof where there was 
not an admission, brought the persons who had sold the 
goods, and soon. They were permitted to that extent to 
conduct cases, and it would be quite impossible that busi- 
ness should be satisfactorily conducted if any rule were to 
be laid down that that practice was not to be permitted, 
because, although the agents might not know so much as 
solicitors, they knew a great deal more than tradesmen and 
others primarily concerned, and did not at all interfere 
with cases where solicitors ought to be consulted. The 
cases in which they appeared were for amounts so small 
that it would be impossible for professional assistance to be 
obtained, and he did not hesitate to say that it would be a 
ie inconvenience to the suitorsin this court, and render 

quite impossible for him to get rapidly and efficiently 
through the number of cases which came before him, if a 
tule were to be laid down that such agents were not to 


Mr. Ferns said he did not refer to the class of cases 

noticed by the registrar. His honour would understand 

his application was against people who took upon 
themselves the duties of attorneys. 

His honour said that in all cases which came before 
him in the shape of defended causes, where parties were 
brought face to face, and he had to decide‘on the merits, 

permitted no agent ;to interfere in any shape or 





way. The parties must either conduct their own cases, 
or have the advantage of the ability aud skill and experi- 
ence of a solicitor. In those cases he was entirely 
against agents interfering with the duties and province 
of an attorney. That was his rule, and would continue 
to be so. But in all those cases which were taken by the 
learned registrar, the debt collector, so loug as he did not 
interfere with the graver daties of a solicitor, served & 
usefal office. 

Mr. Ferns said there were graver duties interfered with 
by people of that class than he was at liberty to méntion ; 
but what he complained of was that these parties knew 
that the defendant had filed the usual defence in matters 
of this sort through him, and that, instead of referring 
the plaintiff to an attorney, they took upon themselves to 
draw up and file notices of discontinuance in this court. 

His honour said that was a case, not for him, but for the 
Law Society. 

The registrar remarked that in the great majority of 
cases the plaintiff himself could do that without consulta- 
tion with an attorney. 

His honour assured Mr. Ferns that whilst he was sitting 
there he would watch jealously that no agent should take 
upon himself, in the practice of the court, the office of 
attorney. If he found any agent doing so, he would 
avail himself of such powers of repression as were at his 
disposal. He did not believe, however, that in his courts 
any necessity for their exercise would be likely to arise. 
He thought Mr. Ferns was quite right in calling attention 
to the matter. ‘ 

Mr. Ferns said he did not object to agents acting as 
debt collectors ; but if they went beyond that they were 
infringing upon the rights and privileges of solicitors. 

The subject then dropped. 





COUNTY COURT APPEALS. 


Tue following memorial of the Society for Promoting the 
Amendment of the Law is to be presented to the Attorney- 
General :— 

That the present state of the law with regard to county 
court appeals operates to produce hardship, expense, and 
inconvenience to suitors. 

That in many cases the only way of appealing from the 
decision of a county court judge is by a special case settled 
and signed by the judge against whose decision the appeal 
is brought. 

That the drawing and settlement of a special case are 
often attended with great delay and expense. 

That appeal by special case has been entirely abolished 
by the Judicature Act in appeals from superior courts, and 
appeal by motion substituted. 

That appeal by motion is cheaper and more speedy than 
appeal by special case, and that the appeal, if made by 
motion, could be heard and determined in as short a time 
as, and at less expense than, is constantly required for the 
mere settlement of the special case. 

That appeal by motion is, in some cases, the present 
mode of appealing from the decisions of county court 
judges. 

That in most cases of appeals from county courts, it is a 
condition precedent to such appeal that security be given, 
not only for the costs of the appeal, but also, in cases of 
appeals by defendants, for the amount of the judgment. 

That the last-mentioned provision applies especially to 
judgments recovered in county courts, under 30 & 31 Vict. 
ce. 142, s. 10, in which cases there is no limit of amount, 
and a defendant may thus be practically deprived of his 
right of appeal by a mere side-wind in cases where, if the 
action had been tried in the superior court, he would have 
been under no such disability. That these provisions tend 
to give an undue advantage to the richer litigants over 
their opponents. 

That we fully admit that precautions should be taken to 
prevent frivolous and vexatious appeals; but this end 
would be sufficiently attained by empowering the court or 
judge to whom the application for a rule nisi is made, to 
impose in each case such terms (if any) as to security for 
costs, or otherwise, as to such court or judge might seem 
fit under the circumstances, 

That the only argument which has ever been addressed 
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in favour of the existing system of appeal is that it is more 
convenient to the appellate judges than appeal by motion 
would be. Your memorialists cannot think that this con- 
sideration ought to be allowed to outweigh the very serious 
objections which exist to the special case system, more 
especially as that system has been abandoned in the case 
of appeals from the superior courts, all of which are, from 
and after the commencement of the Judicature Act, to be 
by notice of motion only. 

That Mr. Serjeant Simon has given notice of his iuten- 
tion to move in the committee on the County Courts Bill, 
now before the House of Commons, to insert a clause to 
the following effect :— 

“Tn all causes, suits, and proceedings, other thanclaims 
within the Act of the 9 & 10 Vict.c. 95, s. 58, tried or 
heard in any county court, and in which any person ag- 
grieved has a right of appeal, it shall be lawful for any 
person aggrieved by the ruling, order, direction, or deci- 
sion of any county court judge, at any time within eight 
days after the same shall have been made or given, to ap- 
peal against such ruling, order, direction, or decision, by 
an application by way of motion to the court to which 
such appeal lies, without the necessity of stating any 
special case, such motion to be ex parte in the first in- 
stance, and to be granted on such terms as to costs, secu- 
rity, or stay of proceedings, as to the court to which such 
motion shall be made shall seem fit, provided that, if the 
court to which such appeal lies be not then sitting, such 
application may be made to eny judge of a superior court, 
sitting at chambers.” 

That your memorialists are of opinion that such clause 
would go far to remedy the defects of the present state of the 
law in this respect. 

Your memorialists therefore pray your favourable consi- 
deration for the said clause, and ek that you will see fit to 
advise her Majesty’s Government to assent to the insertion 
in the Bill of the said clause, with such modifications (if 
any) as to you may seem expedient. 








Obituary. 


MR. RICHARD BAVERSTOCK BROWN 
COBBETT. 


Mr. Richard Baverstock Brown Cobbett, solicitor, of Man- 
chester (the head of the firm of Cobbett, Wheeler, & 
Cobbett), died at Wilmslow, Lancashire, a few days ago, at 
the age of sixty-one. The deceased was the youngest son of 
the celebrated William Cobbett, M.P. for Oldham, and a 
brother of Mr. John Morgan Cobbett, the present M.P. for 
that place. He was born in 1814, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1838, and had ever since that time practised at 
Manchester. In his early career in that city he engaged ac- 
tively in politics, and, we believe, wa3 sent by the Man- 
chester Chartists as their delegate to the “ National Conven- 
tion.” He was engaged in many important defences during 
the Chartist prosecutions in the North of England. For 
Many years, however, he had ceased to take a very 
prominent position in politics. He had been for some time 
in partnership with Mr. Henry Wheeler (the clerk tv the 
county magistrates at Manchester), and with his son, Mr. 
William Cobbett, who was admitted in 1868. Oa Monday 
at the sitting of the Manchester Police-court, Mr. Headlam, 
the stipendiary magistrate, said—During the six years I have 
held my present office, and for many previous years, Mr. 
Cobbett held the position of leading advocate in this court ; 
indeed, there were very few cases of importance tried here in 
which he has not been engaged as an advocate on one side or 
the other. During all that time his career has been marked 
by a high integrity of character, by undeviating courtesy and 
kindness of manner, and a remarkable legal ability. An 
unflinching advocate in the cause which he had in hand, I 
have never known him to miss a point of law or fact which 
could tell favourably to his client, or heard a word fall from 
his lips which could be interpreted as being offensive to his 
antagonist or at all disrespectful to the bench. For myself, 
I may say that { have often received from him valuable 
assistance, not only in coming to a conclusion on a point of 
law, but, what is more difficult, in trying to unravel truth 
out of amass of contradictory evidence and disputed matter 





of fact. Few who saw him here some few months ago, 
apparently the picture of health, would have thought that. 
he would be carried away from us so soon; but ata com. 
paratively early age, and in the full vigour of. his intellect, 

he has succumbed to what I fear has been a painful and 
tedious disease. Though his mantle has fallen on no un- 
worthy shoulders, for from what I have seen of his son I am 
sure he will maintain unblemished the honour of the distin« 
guished name which he inherits, yet there are few who have. 
known him who will cease to regret the genial face, the rich. 
humour, and the sterling worth of Richard Cobbett. 


MR. SAMUEL PEELING BRABNER. 


We regret to announce the death of this weli-known 
Liverpool solicitor, which occurred on Wednesday week 
at his residence, Newburn Honse, Litherland-park. The: 
circumstances which led to his death are thus described in 
the Liverpool Post :— It appears that about two months 
Mr. Brabner was taking a walk in the fields adjacent to his 
house, accompanied by a small fox terrier, when the animal, 
in crossing the hedge, whined as if it had been pricked by 
a thorn. Mr. Brabner was about to examine the brute 
when it turned upon him, and dit him in the fleshy part 
of the right hand. A man happened to be passing at the 
time, and Mr. Brabner obtained a knife from him, witk 
which he immediately killed the dog, and he then sucked 
the wound, which was bleeding profusely. On returning 
home we understand the unfortunate gentleman sent for 
Dr. Fitzpatrick, who cauterized the affected part, and for a 
time all went well. On Saturday week Mr. Brabner, who 
was an Officer in one of the volunteer corps, attended a 
review in honour of her Majesty's birthday. When return- 
ing home in the evening he felt very depressed, and on 
entering his house he asked Mrs. Brabner to get him some 
whisky and water. It is said that on the liquor being. 
brought to him he shuddered, and was unable to swallow 
it. He retired to rest that night, and never left his bed 
since. Everything that medical skill could suggest was 
done to save the life of the unfortunate gentleman, but to- 
no purpose.” Mr. Brabner was admitied in 1846, and 
succeeded his father in his business. He leaves a widow and 
six children. 


MR. JOHN ELLIOTT WILSON. 


Mr. John Elliott Wilson, solicitor, of Cranbrook and. 
Hawkhurst (the head of the firm of Wilson, Farrar, & Phil- 
pott), died at his residence, Camden Lodge, Sissinghurst, 
Kent, on the 7th inst., at the age of sixty-six. Mr. Wilson 
was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and had ever since been in 
practice at Cranbrook. He was for several years clerk to the 
guardians of the Cranbrook Union, and up to his death he 
held the office of deputy-coroner for the Cranbrook division 
of Kent. He was formerly associated in business with the: 
late Mr. William Tanner Neve, and more recently he had 
been in partnership with Mr. Henry Jeffreys Farrar (who is 
now clerk to the Cranbrook Board of Guardians, superin- 
tendent registrar, and clerk to the county magistrates and 
the commissioneis of taxes), and with Mr. John Amherst 
Philpott. 


MR. THOMAS TOWNEND DIBB. 


Mr. Thomas Townend Dibb, solicitor and notary, died 
at his residence in Clarendon-road, Leeds, on the 19th ult., 
in his sixty-eighth year, after a few hours’ illness. Mr. Dibb 
was born in 1808, and was admitted a solicitor in 1829, 
when he joined the firm of Atkinson, Bolland, & Atkinson, 
of which he was at the time of his death the senior partner, 
being then associated with Mr. John William Atkinson 
(the clerk of lieutenancy for the West Riding) and with 
Mr. Richard Hale Braithwaite. Mr. Dibb was a notary 
public for Leeds and district, and a perpetual commissioner 


for the West Riding. He held the office of clerk to several of ' 


the hospitals and charities in the town of Leeds, and. was 
steward of several Yorkshire manors. On the formation of 
the Leeds School Board, Mr. Dibb was appointed solicitor 
to that body, who derived the greatest assistance from his 
valuable advice and assiduous service. He was an active 
supporter of all charitable undertakings in the borough, 
being a member of the committee of the General Infirmary, 


to the re-building of which he largely contributed. Dare - 
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ing the cotton famine he took an active part in the raising 
of the contributions of the Leeds district. He was also one 
of the oldest members of the Leeds Philosophical Society, 
and one of the most active promoters of the Fine Arts 
Exhibition which was held there a few years ago. Mr. 
Pibb’s politics were Conservative, and he had long been one’ 
of the ‘adens of the party in the town. From his zeal in 
all public matters and his courteous manners, Mr. Dibb 
was most popular with ali classes. His death 
was painfully sudden. He had been engaged all day in 
his professional avocations, and returned home to dinner 
apparently in his usual health, but in the course of the 
evening he was attacked with apoplexy, which proved fatal 
before midnight. Mr. Dibb was married to the daughter 
of the late Mr. John Piper, of East Crags, Edinburgh, but 
he leaves no family. He was buried on the following 
Tuesday at St. George’s Church, Leeds, and the funeral was 
attended by a large number of his friends and neighbours. 


—_— 


MR. THOMAS WILLIS WALKER. 


Mr. Thomas Willis Walker, solicitor, of Upton-on-Severn, 
one of the cldest members of the profession in Worcester. 
shire, died at his residence, Bury-field, Upton-on-Severn, on 
the 11th inst., at the age of seventy-five. Mr. Walker was 
admitted a solicitor in 1821, and had been in practice at 
Upton for about fifty years. He was a commissioner for 
taking affidavits in Chancery, and (besides carrying on a 
very extensive private practice) he held an unusually large 
number of public offices in the town, being clerk to the 
county magistrates and the commissioners of land, property, 
and assessed taxes, clerk to the Upton Turnpike Trust, the 
Upton Highway Board, and Upton Board of Guardians, 
superintendent registrar, secretary to the Upton Savings 
Bank, and steward of the Manor of Upton. Mr. Walker 
was most assiduous in the discharge of his official duties, and 
ke took the warmest interest in all matters affecting the 
welfare of the inhabitants of the town. His death bas caused 
universal regret in the neighbourhood. 








Suciceties. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting of this society held on 
Tuesday last at the Law Institution the following question 
was discussed and decided in the negative—‘‘ Is an agree- 
ment that, in consideration that plaintiff will become tenant 
of a house, defendant will execute certain repairs and send 
certain furniture thereto within the 29 Car. 2, c. 3, 8. 4?”’ 








Appatnturents, Ete. 


Mr. Josrera Arcuer, of Alnwick, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Magistrates at Alnwick, in succession to the 
late Mr. William Dickson, of the same place. Mr. Archer 
has for some time acted as deputy clerk to the magis- 

tes. 


Mr. Jonn Tuomas BeEtk, solicitor, town clerk and clerk 
to the borough justices at Middlesborough-on-Tees, has 
been appointed by the Local Government Board to be the 
Returning Officer in the Election of Guardians for the 
newly-formed Poor Law Union at Middlesborongh. 


Mr, Freperick ALBERT Bosanquet, barrister, has been 
appointed Junior Counsel to the Admiralty, in succession 
to Mr, James Olliff Griffits, who has resigned the office 
on receiving a silk gown. Mr, Bosanquet is the fourth 
son of Mr. Samuel Richard Bosanquet, of Dingestow 
Court, chairman of quarter sessions for Monmouthshire, 
and a grand-nephew of the late Mr. Justice Bosanquet. 
He was born in 1837, and educated at Eton, and he was 
for some time a Fellow of King’s College, Cambridge, 

he graduated as a senior optime, and first class in 
the classical tripos in 1860. He was called to the bar at 

Toner Temple in Trinity Term, 1863, having in the 
— month obtained a certificate of honour. Mr. 

quet practises on the Oxford Circuit and Stafford- 





shire Sessions, and is the author (jointly with the late 
Mr. J. G. T. Darby) of a@ work 01 “The Statutes of 
Limitations.” 

Mr. Wittiam Cavs, solicitor (of the firm of Deane & 
Chubb), of 14, South-square, Gray’s-inn, has been ap pointed 
a Commissioner in England to administer Oaths ané to take 
Affidavits in any cause depending, or hereafter to be de- 
pending, in the Supreme Coart of Western Australia, and 
to take and receive the Acknowledgments of Deeds to be 
executed by Married Women for the said Colony. 


Mr. Worruineton Evans, solicitor (of the firm of 
Worthington Evans & Cook), of 72, Coleman-street, Wood- 
street, Spitalfields, has been appointed a Commissioner ir 
England to Take Bail and Affidavits, and also to Examine 
Witnesses in all actions or proceedings in the Supreme 
Court of Queensland. 


Mr. CuartEes Witt1am Moors, solicitor, of Tewkesbury, 
has been appointed a Magistrate for that borough. Mr, 
Moore, who was‘admitted in 1838, is the oldest practitioner 
in Tewkesbury, and holds the following appointments :— 
clerk to the county magistrates and to the commissioners of 
taxes for the county and borough, coroner of Tewkesbury, 
and clerk to the Charity Trustees. He is in partnership 
with his brother, Mr. Frederick Moore (the high bailiff of 
the county court, clerk to Longdon Drainage Board and 
Terrett’s Trustees), and with Mr. Churchill Romney. 


Mr. James NIGHTINGALE, solicitor, of Reigate, has been 
elected Clerk to the Reigate Burial Board, at a salary 
of £50 per annum, in the place of the late Mr. James 
Nichols. 

Mr. Grorce Henry Paces, solicitor, of Hay, has beer 
appointed Registrar of the Hay County Court (Circuit No. 
28) in the place of Mr. Edward Williams, of Talgarth, who 
has resigned the office. Mr. Page was admitted a solicitor 
in 1865. He is deputy coroner for Radnorshire, and clerk ta 
the magistrates for the Bredwardine division of Hereford- 
shire. 

New Commissioners ror TakiInG AFFIDAVITS. 

Mr. ALFRED AINLEY, Huddersfield (Queen’s Bench). 

Mr. Freperick Burcuer (of the firm of Saunders &: 
Barcher), Kidderminster (Queen's Bench). 

Mr, Joun Perry Goprrey, 6, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
(Chancery). 

Mr. Georce Buck Meacuen, Beccles (all the courts of 
common law). 








Cuurts. 


QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Befure Cocksury, C.J., Quatn and Fiecp, JJ.) 
June 11.—Jn re Clements. 
Application to be examined. 

Sir Henry James, Q.C., moved for a rule to direct the In- 
corporated Law Society to permit Mr. Thomas Boon 
Clements to submit himself for examination at the Final 
Examination. He stated that after passing the Intermediate 
Examination in 1870 Mr. Clements’ name was placed on the 
list for the Final Examination in April, 1872, but instead of 
his appearing at that examination a person of the name of 
Ayre submitted himself for examination as Mr. Clements. 
The matter came to the knowledge of the examiners, and 
was brought before the court, by whom it was referred to one 
of the masters, who found that Mr. Clements was cognizant 
of the personation by Ayre. Ayre was afterwards struck off 
the rolls (see 16 §, J. 633), In 1873 Mr. Clements applied 
for permission to present himself for examination, which was 
refused (17 5. J. 651). In 1874 the application was again 
renewed and again rejected (18 S. J. 608), the court de. 
clining to specify any time at which the application might be 
renewed. He urged that the offence was committed in March, 
1872; Mr. Clements cannot be examined until Michaelmas 
Term, when some three years will have elapsed. The 
punishment he has received has been one of the heaviest 
description. If he had been told in 1873 that he would 
never be admitted, or that many years must elapse before he 
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“could be admitted, he would have sought s»me other oecu- 
pation. He had affidavits speaking uf his conduct in the 
highest possible terms. 
> Murray, for the Incorporated Law Society, submitted that 
the time had not yet arrived for aimitting Mr. Clements for 
examination. He dwelt upon toe s-rivusness of the offence. 
Mr. Justice Mellor on a former occasion had laid down the 
rule that when an attorney applies to be re-admitted, or a 
-elerk applies to be examined, the court ought to be pat in 
session of evidence sufficiently clear and sati-factory as to 
is conduct during the period of exclusion, He contended 
that the affidavits were not satisfactory. Moreover, the rules 
prescribed that when a clerk applied to be examined he must 
give a term’s notice. Now Mr. Clements had only given the 
examiners three days’ notice. [Cocksurn, C.J.—That 
‘would be a reason under any circumstances for postponing 
the decision of the matter until November.] The applica- 
tion could not be entertained in the middle of June on three 
days’ notice. 

Cocxsurn, C.J.—We are ail agreed that sufficient time 
has not elapsed to satisfy what of punishment and warning 
to others conduct of this kind, at once so dishonourable 
and so audacious, necessarily ought to cerry with it. 
I do not wish to state anything more with reference 
4o the thing itself but to say that our view is that the 
penalty ought to carry with it warning and example. I 
-do not think anything short of exclusion for five years would 
do. Ido not say, that, unless complete and satisfactory 
proofs of honourable conduct in the interval are afforded, that 
period ought to suffice, but I say nothing short of five years’ 
exclusion in my opinion is sufficient on the present occasion. 

Sir H. James,—I am sure your lordships will not think I 
9m saying a word against the decision, but in saying five 
years, to guide the course Mr. Clements will pursue with 
reference to dates, from what date is the five years to be 
taken? The offence was committed in March, 1872. By 
committing that offence, of course he was prevented from 
going up for examination. 

Cocxsury, C.J.—When would he have gone up for 
examination ? 

Sir H. James. —March, 1872. 

Cocxsurn, C.J.—Then the five years will commence 
from the date when he would have gone up for examina- 
tion, and it must be understood that no pledge is given. 
It will depend on what is brought before us. All I can 
Say is that it ought not tobe for a shorter period. 

Fretp, J.—And ample notice should be given to enable 
the Law Society to make proper inquiries. 








Parliament and Leqislation. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 


June 17.—Arrtisans’ DweELinas. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


June 18.—Marrimoniat Causes anp Marrrace Law 
(InELanp). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Mounicrpat Erections. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Bisuorric or Sr. ALBANs. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Meratiirerovs Mrnzs. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Merroro.itan Porice (Surczon, Cuerk, &c., Surgr- 
ANNUATION). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Intestates’ Wipows anp Cur~pren Act Extension. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
June 21.—Cuetsea Hosrrrat (Lanps). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
SuPERANNUATION. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Inrestates’ Wipows anv Curpren Act Extension. 
This Bill was read a third time. 

une 22.—Enxpowep Scuoors Acr (1868) Continuance. 
This Bill was read a second time. 





Gurpe Loan (IrEtanp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Ramtway Companies. 
This Bill was read a secon: time. 
Cuetsea Hosprrat (Lanps). 
This Bill went through committee. 
Monicreat Erections, 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Bisuorric or St. ALBANS. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Meratuirerous Mines, 
This Bill was read a third time. 


ReGIsTRATION or TrapE Marks. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in introducing a Bill for the 
registration of trade marks, said that it had become 
necessary owing to the great difficulty experienced by 
British subjects in enforcing their trade marks in foreign 
countries, because they were unable to show that those 
trade marks had been registered in this country.—The Bill 
was read a first time. 


June 24.—Canapa Copyricur. 

The Earl of Carnarvon, in moving the second reading ot 
this Bill, said it did two things. In the first place, it 
affirmed the principle that copyright in England should 
carry copyright in Canada. But it did so on one condition 
—that the work should be reprinted and republished, and 
registered in Canada, The Bill further provided that 
Canadian reprints of English ~~“ books should not be 
allowed to re-enter England. It was the intention of her 
Majesty’s Government to issue a Royal commission to deal 
with all the questions in connection with the subject of 
colonial copyright.—The Bill was read a second time. 


Survey (Great Briraty) Acts ConTINUANCE. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Pottvution or Rivers. 

On the order of the day for going into committee on this 
Bill, the Marquis of Sauispury said that the consideration 
of the state of business had led him to the conviction that 
no measure of great complication could be submitted to the 
House of Commons at the present moment with any chance 
of passing into law. It became, under those circumstances, 
necessary for the Government to consider whether they 
would reduce the Bill by mutilating its proportions or with- 
draw it altogether. The first subject with which the Billdealt 
was the question of keeping solid pollution out of rivers, and 
upon that point he found that very little difference of 
opinion existed, and that persons in all parts of the country 
were strongly in favour of having that portion of the 
measure proceeded with. He hoped, even at this period of 
the session, that that was a provision which would be placed 
on the Statute Book. The next question was that of rs 
He hoped Parliament would not find the provisions of the 
Bill under that head too complicated to prevent their be- 
coming law this session. But the real crue of the question 
was how to deal with the mining and mannfacturing in- 
terests, and he did not intend to press his proposals on this 
head further. 

Enpowep Scuoors Act (1868) Continuance. 

This Bill passed through committee. 


Gizne Loan (IreLanp). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Rarway Companies, 
This Bill passed through committee. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 17.—Norwicu Execrion. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL moved that an address be pre 
sented to her Majesty for the appointment of a commis- 
sion, consisting of Mr. Morgan Howard, Q.C., Mr. 
M‘Mahon, and Mr. G. P. Goldney, to inquire as to the ex- 
tensive prevalence of corrupt practices at:the last election 
for the city of Norwich. 

Mercuant Sutprmve Acts AMENDMENT. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 4 were agreed to. 

Clauses 5 and 6 were postponed. 





Clauses 7 and 8 were agreed to. 


faite, Se at oh es. ee a ee ee ke ee 


S33. 88eesereses 





Res O Cte reo” 


June 26, 1875. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 659 








Juries (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


June 18.—Mercnant Suiprine Acts AMENDMENT. 

The consideration of this Bill was resumed in com- 
mittee. 

Clause 9 was struck out. 

Clause 10 was agreed to. 

On clause 11, page 6, after sub-section 10, Mr. Norwoop 
moved to insert:—‘‘ 11, In caees where any seaman shall 
refuse or neglect to receive his wages it shall be lawful for 
the master or owner to deposit the same with the superin- 
tendent, and in any legal proceedings thereafter brought by 
such seaman he shall not recover costs unless the amount 
awarded exceeds the sum deposited with the said superin- 
tendent."—The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as 
amended, was ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

On clause 12 (charges against officers), Mr. SHaw- 
LEFEVRE, moved, page 6, line 12, to insert after ‘ gross” 
the words *‘ neglect of duty.” Certificates were sometimes 
suspended simply on account of errors of judgment. That, 
he thought, was rather hard, but it was a different thing in 
cases of gross neglect of duty, which ought to be provided 
for—Mr. CuarLey moved in clause 12, page 6, line 18, 
after ‘‘ England” to insert ‘* any local court of admiralty 
jurisdiction or.”—The amendments were agreed to. 

Juries (IrELanp). 

This Bill passed through committee. 

INFANTICIDE. 

The House went into committee on this Bill, but progress 

was immediately reported. 
PHARMACY. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


June 21.—Mercuant Surprinc Acts AMENDMENT. 

The House again went into committee on this Bill. 

On clause 6, Mr. HAmonp moved ‘the insertion of the 
following words after the word ‘‘ cancelled ”’ in line 9 of the 
clause—‘‘ Orif it” (the court) ‘‘ thinks fit, qualify such 
order by directing that the defendant may, at the expiration 
of a certain time to be then and there specified, apply to 


be examined for a certificate ot the same class as that can- 
celled, or may direct a certificate of a lower grade to be 
there named to be substituted for that so cancelled.”— 

. E. SmitH moved the omission of the words “to be 
examined.” —This was agreed to, and the amendment, as 
amended, was added to the Bill. 

Clauses up to 20 were agreed to. 

On clause 20, Mr. CuILpeRS moved, line 53, after the 
word “ dominion,” to insert the words ‘‘ except in a British 
possession, in which the law may otherwise provide.”—The 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HerscuEts, moved, in line 40, after the word “arrest,” 
to insert the words, “in case the person arrested accepts the 
sum so imposed as a penalty.”—The amendment was 
agreed to. 

Srature Law Revision. 

This Bill was read a second time. 


Juries (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Pactric IstanpeRs’ PRorTeEctIon. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


PARLIAMENT OF CANADA. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


EcctestasticaL Commissioners (Fen CuarEts). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Mepicat Acts AMENDMENT (CoLLEGE oF Surczons). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Poor Law. 

Mr. Sctarer-Boorn introduced a Bill to make better pro- 
vision for the arrangement of divided parishes and other 
local areas, and to make sundry amendments of the poor law 
in England. 

June 22.—Frrenpry Socreries. 

On consideration of amendments in this Bill, the Cuan- 
“ETLoR of the ExcuequerR moved to insert in clause 4 
“*Tndustrial Assurance Company ’ means any company, as 
defined by the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, which 
grants assurances on any one life fora less sum than £20, 
and which receives premiums or contributions in Great 





Britain or Ireland by means of collectors at less periolical 
intervals than two months.’’—The words were inserted. 

The Cuancettor of the Excueqver moved the omission 
of a proviso which had been introduced in the Bill at an 
earlier stage, to the eff-ct that the names of the auditors 
should be published in the lodge or board-room of any 
society three months tefore the period of the audit. — 
The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. W. Hots moved an amendment to clause 30 with 
the object of placing all societies which receive contribu- 
tions by means of collectors in the same position with other 
— in regard to transfer.—The amendment was agreed 

0. 


June 23.—Contacious Diseases Acts. 

Sir H. Jounstone moved the second reading of the 
Contagious Diseases Acts Repeal Bill. —Co!onel ALEXANDER 
moved its rejection. After some debate, the Bill was rejected 
by 308 to 126. 


Guzsz Lanps Corporate Bopres (IrEnanp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


June 24.—AcricutturaL Hotprnes (Enceianp). 

Mr. Disraztt, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
described its provisions at some length. He said that, in 
adopting the letting value as the basis of compensation, the 
Government were chiefly influenced by a desire to guard the 
interests of the remainder-man, because it would be quite 
possible for a tenant for life to agree with a speculative 
occupier to make great improvements under the first class 
which might, in tact, add nothing to the letting value of 
the farm, and the remainder-man when he entered into his 
right might find that, without receiving any return for these 
great improvements, he was bound and embarrassed by 
engagements to a considerable amount in consequence of the 
conduct of his predecessor. By taking the letting value as 
the basis of compensation, however, there was a check which 
prevented such a combination of destructive ‘circumstances 
with regard to improvements under the first class, Havi 
taken the letting value as the basis of compensation in the first 
conception of the Bill, they were afterwards induced to take 
it, not merely as affording protection to the remainder-man, 
but, on the whole, as one on which compensation might 
fairly rest. They were the more induced to do that from the 
fact that in the Irish Act the same principle had been 
adopted. At the same time there was a great deal to be said in 
favour of the other view—namely, that the basis of compen- 
sation should be the sum, out and out, which the tenant has 
expended onimprovements. The letting value was toa cer- 
tain degree fallacious. It may be very much increased by 
other circumstances than the skill and capital of the tenant 
—for instance, by the construction of a railroad or the deve- 
lopment of some contiguous urban population. On the 
whole, after all the representations sent from different 
parts of the country, and after a mature consideration of 
the subject, he was inclined to believe it would be better to 
make the basis of compensation dependent upon the absolute 
expenditure of the tenant rather than upon the letting value 
of his farm. He therefore would say that the tenant's com- 
pensation shall be the sum laid out by him in improvements, 
with a deduction of one-twentieth or one-seventh, according 
to class for each year that the tenancy endures after the out- 
lay is made ; and if the House agreed to the second reading 
of the Bill, he would take the earliest opportunity of movin 
that it be committed pro formd in order to have it reprint 
with the amendment which he had indicated.—Mr. Knatou- 
BULL-HUGESSEN spoke against permissive legislation.—Mr. 
Cuar.in thought the Bill was a judicious attempt at legisla- 
tion. He approved of Mr. Disraeli’s amendment with re- 
spect to the measure of compensation, but he objected to the 
extension of the notice to quit from six months to twelve 
months. If the Bill were a good Bill additional security was 
wholly unnecessary ; if it were a bad Bill, the additional 
security was not nearly sufficient. Six months’ notice to 
quit had always been the cvstom in the county of Lincoln, 
and it had been found to answer remarkably well. The 
effect of extending the notice to quit to twelve months 
would be that the farm, in ninety-nine cases out of a hun- 
dred, would be left in a condition from which it could not 
recover for two or three, or even three or four years.—Mr. 
Lows thought that the effect of the Bill would be a general 
rise of rents.—Mr. Pett thought the Bill was satisfactory to 
the tenants.—Mr. M‘Comprg termed the Bill an innocent 
Bill, which gave nothing and took nothing away.— 
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Colonel Brisz supported the Bill.—Sir G. CampseLn 
moved an amendment declaring that the relations between 
landlord and tenant cannot be satisfactorily settled except 
by giving compensation for improvements by money pay- 
ments or by a lease of sufficient duration—Mr. HENLEY 
said the Government had done well in bringing in this 
Bill, of which he approved.—Sir T. AckLanp condemned 
the Bill.—Mr. Warp Hunt defended the Bill.—Lord G. 
CavVENDISH thought that the Bill would lead to disappear- 
ance of the small holders and occupiers.-—-Mr. Davies, as 
landlord, intended to abide by the Bill.—Sir W. BartreLor 
inted out that the interest of the incoming tenant had 
en entirely neglected.—The Marquis of HartincTon said 
that since the letting value will be retained as a limitation 
of the compensation which in certain casea the tenant may 
obtain, the effect of the alteration announced was that the 
tenant is in no case to have what he had a reasonable right 
to expect from the Bill as it came from the House of Lords; 
that is to say, that within certain limits, he would be entitled 
to a share in the increased letting value of the holding which 
had been effected partly by his own exertions. That was 
what the tenant was entitled to expect from the Bill as it 
came from the House of Lords; it was not what he got as 
the Bill wasamended. Under the Bill as amended he would 
get nothing at all unless the letting value was increased ; the 
tenant was to have all the risk and none of the advantages 
of the speculation. Ifthe speculation failed, under the Bill as 
amended the tenant was to lose all his money ; if it succeeded, 
he was to obtain only such portion as the valuer might think 
expedient. He had not seen a landlord who had informed 
him that it was his intention to abide by the provisions of 
the Bill. He urged the Government to let the Bill stand 
over until next session, as the subject had not been fully 
considered.—After a reply by Mr. Disraz.t, the amendment 
was withdrawn, and the Bill was read a second time. 
Artisans’ DWELLINGs. 


The Lords’ amendmeats to this Bill were considered and 
agreed to. 


Frienpiy Socrettes. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Giese Lanps Corporate Bopres (IRELAND). 


This Bill passed through committee. 


EccrestasticaL Commissioners (Fen Cuapzts). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Maynootu Cotiece. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 


FisHERIEs. 
Mr. Cottixs introduced a Bill to make better provision for 
the encourag:m2nt and regulation of the coast and deep- 
sea fisheries. 





THE OLD TIMES AND THE NEW. 


Tue interesting address given by Mr. Daniel, Q.C., judge 
of county courts, to the Bradford Law Students’ Society, 
reported ante, p. 458, has been published in ful], In the 
following sentences Mr. Daniel contrasts the former state 
of things, as regards attorneys and articled clerks, with 
the present :—‘‘I am not old enough or stupid enough to 
forget that I was once an articled clerk myself—I was 
articled on the 16th of March, 1822—and served my articles 
80 as to have entitled myself to admission as an attorney 
and solicitor, and I can look back, I am happy to say, 
upon those days not without some satisfaction. Times, 
however, are very much changed since then, and, as far as 
educational arrangements are concerned, the changes are 
greatly in favour of the articled clerks of the present day. 
During the period of my clerkship there was no pre- 
liminary, no intermediate, no final examination, no exami- 
nation at all, The fact of service for the stipulated period, 
duly certified by the master, was all that was required for 
admission (except, of course, the stamp duties and pre- 
miums). The efficiency of a clerk depended almost 
entirely upon himself. If he was diligent and familiarized 
himseijf with the routine of the office, and showed a 
capacity for business and a willingness to work, he had 
opportunities of acquiring a sufficient knowledge of his 
profession to enter upon its duties with advantage to 
himself, and probably to his clients—but under such a 
system it could hardly be expected that professional zeal 
would be expansive or progressive—of course there would 





be occasional, and we may hope not unfrequent, exceptions, 
- . I would desire to speak gratefully of my old 
Imaster, who is still living, and, at the age of nearly ninety 
years, is enjoying the garnered fruit of a long, snccessful, 
and honourable professional career. I feel, however, that, 
considering the changes that have since taken place in our 
professional practice and usage, to detail to you my actual 
experiences would be of little use. Accountants and 
estate agents and land surveyors had not fifty years ago 
dispossessed attorneys and solicitors of that portion of the 
old professional domain which those classes now almost 
exclusively enjoy. My old master was the agent of several 
arge landed proprietors, and he was a good practical 
farmer as well as a skilled conveyancer. He saw to the 
occupation of the farms himself, and understood all about 
their proper management, and it was a holiday for hig 


, articled clerk to go with him and walk over the fields with 


the estate book in hand, note the proper rotation of crops, 
see that the hedges were properly cut and plashed, ditches 
properly cleaned, drain pipes properly laid, tenant’s re- 
pairs of gates, fences, roads, and buildings properly done, 
If a tradesman was in difficulties, and his affairs had to be 
investigated, and accounts prepared to be submitted to 
creditors ; all this was done in the office by the accountant 
clerk, and the articled clerk had the opportunity of assist- 
ing him, and thus becoming acquainted with the irregu- 
larities and defects and sometimes worse qualities of book- 
keeping ; but he had no experience of making up accounts 
to give a false colour to confiding creditors; professional 
honour was a safficient guarantee for accuracy, as far ag 
accuracy could be attained by searching and honest in- 
vestigation. There were no Jaw stationers at hand or 
easily accessible. Deeds by scores were engrossed in the 
office, and the articled clerk filled some scores of skins 
of parchment with his own handwriting—in short, the 
articled clerk, if willing, had the opportunity of taking 
his part in all the labour of the office—and thus, by making 
himself useful and his services valuable to his employer, 
wss enabled to acquire an amount of practical knowledge 
which books or lectures alone or together never could or 
can impart. Now, although doubtless the routine of a 
solicitor’s office has very much changed from what my 
experience of it was fifty years ago, yet I dare say, in some 
other form adapted to present practice and usages, equal 
advantages are open to the articled clerk who is willing to 
avail himself of them, and my earnest advice to you all is, 
to begin by turning these advantages to the best account, 

The lawyer’s office is to the young law stadent what the 
dissecting-room is to the surgical student ; the compoand- 
ing of drugs and making up prescriptions to the medical 
student ; what the forge is to the mechanical engineer, 
It may by some be set down as drudgery and little thought 
of, and perhaps despised, accordingly, bat depend upon it 
this familiar acquaintance with the duties of practice is 
the concrete foundation upon which the superstruction of 
future acquisitions is to be reared. But mind you, it is 
only the foundation, it is neither useful nor ornamental 
in itself; it is useful only as a means to an end—that end 

the use you make of it. That use is, its being made the 

means of acquiring accurate knowledge of your profession 

asascience. For this acquisition let me remind you that 
you possess advantages of which articled clerks of my day 

knew nothing. The first and great advantage that you 
possess is, that the acquisition of a scientific knowledge of 
your profession is compulsory on you ; on us, in former days, 
it was voluntary ; with you it is becoming, and to a certain 

extent has become, systematic; we had no guide or compass 

beyond our own tastes or inclinations by which to direct 
our course of reading. The compulsory examinations, 
which have now existed for thirty-six years and upwards, 
in that branch of the profession to which you are aspiring 
to belong, have produced most beneficial results in, 
raising the standard of professional character and conduct, 
which it must be your endeavour to emulate and excel.” 








It is stated that Edward OC. Marshall, a son of Chief, 
Justice Marshall, seventy years of age, is a clerk in the. 
pension office at Washington, atasalary of 1,200 dols. A very, 
large majority, it is added, of the most distinguished judges 
of the United States have died poor and left their children 
to depend upon their own labour for support. 
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——— 
Legal Ltenrs. 


. Ata recent coroner's inquest in Liverpool a note was 
received from a medical gentleman, the first paragraph of 
which stated that the writer had attended a certain person, 
and that ‘‘the result is death.” 

A Vierna telegram in the Times says that the solemn 

jnauguration of the new International Court of Appeal in 
Alexandria is to be held on the 28th of this month. With 
the exception of France all the Great Powers have named 
their representatives for the Court of Appeal. 
* The Whewell International Law Scholarships have 
been adjudged as follows:—First Scholar— A. W. 
Verrall, B.A.. Fellow of Trinity College ; Second Scholar 
—R. J. Griffiths, B. A., St. John’s College; Proxime 
accessit—W. Wills, B.A., St. John’s College. 

The visiting committee of the Richmond County (N.Y.) 
institutions report that at the county gaol the “ dietary 
arrangements are, and have been for a long time, such 
that the gaol has become known as a pleasant ‘ boarding- 
house’ where good board may be obtained free of expense 
to those who patronize it, and the public will pay the 
bills.” 

The town council of Kingston-on-Thames, on Wednesday 
Inst, elected Mr. Hardman, chairman of the Surrey 
Sessions, as recorder for the borough. The office (which 
is purely honorary) had, as we announced, already been 
conferred by the Home Secretary on Mr. Hardy, son of the 
Secretary of State for War, but the appointment was can- 
celled on the discovery that the right to nominate the re- 
order lay with the local authorities. 


It is stated that a short time ago, by representing him- 
self as clerk to Mr. Cohen, Q.C., some person obtained 
possession of that gentleman’s silk robes, which he pledged, 
and considerately returned the duplicate for them. Mr. 
Justice Archibald has been also the victim of an audacious 
robbery. His lordship was on Tuesday sitting at Nisi 
Prius in the Court of Common Pleas. After he had 
concluded the business of the day he proceeded to the 
retiring-room, when, notwithstanding every search, 
neither his coat, vest, nor umbrella could be found, and the 
learned judge had to drive home in a cab, attired in his 
court coat and vest. 


Mr. C. H. Hopwood, Q.C., M.P., writes to the Times to 
explain the notices of amendment to the Judicature Bill 
which he has placed on the paper. His object is to secure 
the coming into effect of every provision of the Judicature 
Act, 1878, except that part which forbids appeal to the 
House of Lords. He thinks that if the Court of Appéal as 
constituted by the Act of 1873 works well, and bids fair 
for efficiency in the fature, appeals may become very rare 
tp tho House of Lords; and our Scotch and Irish fellow- 
countrymen may, if their national feelings be gratified by 
the concession (hitherto refased) of a representative of 
Scotland and of Ireland at all times on the court, with- 
draw their opposition and join in securing a truly 
Imperial Court of Appeal. 

A correspondent, says the Albany Law Journal, calls our 
attention to some rather extraordinary and extra-judicial 
Temarks made by Mr. Justice Daniels upon the recent 
trial in Buffalo of what was known as the ‘‘ Indian case.” 
The defendant, Jones, was indicted for manslaughter in 
Killing an Indian woman. ‘‘ The evidence on the part of 
the people, as to whether the blows given by the prisoner 
produced death, was,” our correspondent says, ‘* doubtfal 
8nd unreliable,” while the prisoner’s counsel called two 
@ninent physicians who testified that from a description 
of the wounds, &c., death could not have been the result 
ofthe blows. In his charge Judge Daniels laid down the 
following proposition: “It must be first determined 

er any crime had beev committed by the prisoner ; 

if 80, whether such crime was manslaughter in the second 
@, manslaughter in the fourth degree, or simply as- 
Mult and battery.” The jury found the defendant guilty 
Of assault and battery. Thereupon the judge, in passing 
Sentence, said : ‘* There is no doubt, Jones, but that the blows 
administered by you produced the death of Betsy Stevens. 
he jury, under the evidence, should have found you guilty 
of manslaughter in the second degree, and I am sorry they 


‘ 





did not do their duty. You have been convicted of assault 
and battery, and we have thought, under the circumstances, 
that the sentence should be as severe as possible. We 
sincerely regret, in the interests of public justice, that we can- 
not make your punishment much heavier.” 








Court Papers. 


SUMMER ASSIZES. 

The following is a complete list of the days and places 
appointed for holding the Summer Assizes, 1875 :— 
Circuit oF THE PRiIncipaLiIty oF WatEs ano County Pata- 

TINE OF CHEsTER—CockBURN, C.J., and Lord Cone- 

RIDGE, C.J. 

North Wales—Chester, July 10; Mold, July 16 ; Ruthin, 
July 20; Beaumaris, July 23; Carnarvon, July 26 ; 
Dolgelly, July 29; Newtown, August 2. 

South Wales—Presteign, July 16; Brecon, July 19; Car- 
marthen, July 22; Cardigan, July 26; Haverfordwest, 
July 31. 

Glamorganshire—August 4 (Assize town to be fixed by 
Order in Council). 

Howe Crrcuir—Ke tty, C.B., anp Brett, J. 

Hertford, July 8; Chelmsford, July 12 ; Lewes, July 16; 
Maidstone, July 21; Croydon, July 28. 

Norroik Crrcuir—BramweEtl, B., anp Mettor, J. 

Aylesbury, July 12; Northampton, July 15; Leices 
ter, July 17; Oakham, July 22; Bedford, July 23; 
Huntingdon, July 27; Cambridge, July 29; Bury St. 
Edmunds, August 2 ; Norwich, August 5. 

WrstErn Crrcuit—Btacksurn, J., anD Quatn, J. 

Winchester, July 7; Salisbury, July 14; Dorchester, Jaly 
19; Exeter, July 22; Bodmin, Jaly 29; Wells, August 
3; Bristol, August 9. . 

Oxrorp Crrcurr—Grove, J., anp Pottock, B. 

Reading, July 7; Oxford, July 10; Worcester, July 14 ; 
Stafford, July 19 ; Shrewsbury, Jaly 27 ; Hereford, Jaly 
30; Monmouth, August 3; Gloucester, Aagast 9. 

Nortrsern Crrecuir—ArcaisaLp, J.. aND Huppteston, B. 

Appleby, July 3; Darham, July 6; Neweastle, July 14; 
Carlisle, July 20; Lancaster, July 24; Manchest er, 
July 28; Liverpool, August 7. 

Miptanp Circurt—Fie.p, J., anp Linpxey, J. 

Warwick, July 7; Derby. July 13; Nottingham, July 17 
Lincoln, July 22 ; York, July 27 ; Leeds, August 3. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 93§ x d Annuities, April, 85, 93 
Ditto for Account, July, 93} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 
3 por Cent. Reduced, 93} Ex Bills ,£1000, 23 per Ct. 2 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 934 Ditto, £500, Do 2 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. 94 Ditto, 2100 & £200,2 pm. 
Do. 24 perCont.,Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock. 5& per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year), 260 
Annuities, Jan,"80— Ditte or Account, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





| Railways. 
| 
Stock Bristol and Exeter 
Stock Caledoni eee 
Stock! Glasgow and South-Western 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sceccssess 
Stock Great Northern ..........000 deeceee.coseee 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original ~~ 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coas 
Stock, London, Chatham, and Dover. 
Stock London and North-Western ... 
Stock London and South Western 
Stock| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ..., 
Stock|Metropolitan ...co.seeseee eoesberecscessonqnons one 
Stock} Do., District .....erseccereeee access secccees eceeeee } 
Stock | Mi jland 
Stock! North British 
Stock| North Eastern 
Stock; North London 
Stock) North Staffordshire 
Stock! South Devon .....0008 
Stock | South-Eastern 


-\Closing Priee. 
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Money Market AND City INTELLIGENC?. 


The proportion of reserve to liabilities has fallen from 
46} per cent. last week to 43 percent. this week. The rail- 
way market at the close of last week and commencement of 
the present week was firm, but since Wednesday it has been 
rather dull. North-Western stock was depressed on Tues- 
day owing to the decision in the Wigan accident case. 
The foreign market was very inactive at the close of last 
week. On Wednesday there was some excitement, but on 
Thursday it was quieter. Consols closed on that day at 
934 to 3 for money, and 93§ for the account. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
By Messrs. FAREBROTHER, CLARKE, & Co. 

Berks (near Kintb Station)—The freehold manorial estate 
known as Barton Court, comprising mansion and 2,473a. Lr. 
2p.—sold for £120,000. Solicitors: Messrs. Domville, 
Lawrence, & Graham, 6, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

Southwark, Henry-street—The premises called Spratt’s Patent 
Deg Biscuit Manufactory, with 13 cottages in Griffiths’-rents 
—sold for £11,300. Solicitors: Messrs. Abbott, Jenkins, & 
Abbott, 8, New-inn, Strand, W.C. 

By Messrs. Cuinnock, GALSworTxy, & Co. 

Gloucester, near Winchcombe—The Charlton Abbotts Estate of 
1,277a. 3r. 12p., with the advowson and manor, freehold, sold 
for £32,000. 

Surrey, Haslemere—Lower Comeswell Farm, containing 27a. Or. 
27p.—sold for £1,500; Little Stotley Farm, containing 68a. 
2r. 5p.—sold for £3,550. 

Lissen-grove—Improved Ground-rent of £30 15s. per annum, 
term 45 years—sold for £455. Solicitors: Thompson & 
Groom ; T. M. Downham. 

St. John’s-wood—The reversion of Nos. 1 and 2, Blenheim - 
place, life aged 79 years—sold for £1,050. 

Hackney—The reversion to an improved rental of £88 per 
annum, life aged 79 years—sold for £200. Solicitor: J i 


Mackenzie. 
By Messrs. DRIVER. 
Sussex, near Chichester—The residence known as Chilgrove, 
and 106a. 3r. 19p., freehold—sold for £12,500. Solicitors: 
Paterson, Snow, & Burney. 








BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

MantEy—June 21, at The Grove, Bridport, the wife of W. H. 
Manley, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Morris—June 23, at 4, Bedford-place, Russell-square, W.C., 
the wife of Francis Wyld Morris, solicitor, of a son. 

Pitcarrn—June 21, at Alperton, the wife of David Pitcairn, of 
Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

TaNnNeER—June 20, at Wimborne Minster, Dorset, the wife of 
Frank H. Tanner, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Wurirworta—June 17, at 3, Essex-villas, Kensington, the 
wife of W. Whitworth, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. : 

DEATHS. 

Hanson—June 18, at 16, Campden-hill-gardens, Kensington, 
Elizabeth Burnet, the wife of Edward P. C, Hanson, of 
Lincoln’s-ian, barrister-at-law, aged 26. 

Hopeson—June 17, at Thornhill House, Handsworth, Bir- 
mingham, after a lingering illness, Eliza, wife of T. R. T. 
Hodgson, clerk of the peace for the borough of Birmingham. 

VALLANCE—June 18, Elizabeth, the wife of John Vallance, of 
20, Eesex-street, Strand. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, June 18, 1875. 
Limirep ts CHAancgry. 

Acklom’s Refrigerating Wagon Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented June 14, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
June 26. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

Bradford West Eod Mill Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Hall, dated June 11, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Sykes, St Swithin’s lane, agent for Watson and Dickone, 
Bradford, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Dartssoor Granite Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented June 10, directed to be heard before the M-R. on June 26, 
Cover, Great Winch street, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Indestructible Paint Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented June 16, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on July 2, 
Slee and Co, Parish st, St John’s, Southwark, solicitors for the peti- 








ae 

Leicestershire and North of England Fire Insurance Company, 
Limited.—The M.R, has, by an order dated April 27, appoi 
Arthur Heald, Moorgate st, to be official liquidator. Creditors arg 
Tequired, on or before July 14, to send their names aad ad 
and the particulars of their deb*s or claims, to the above, Frida: * 
July 30, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. ‘ 

New Amicadle Life Assurance Company, Limited.—Petition for wind. 
ing up, presented June 16, directed to be heard befora the M.R. on 
June 26, Peacopp, Lime st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Phoenix B Steel Company, Limited.—Creditors are raquired, on 
or before Jaly 13, to send their names and addresses, and the pars 
ticulara of their debts or claims, to Andrew Macredie and Jarvig 
William Barber, Alliance chanbers, George st, Sheffield. 

Swiss Times Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or baforg. 
July 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to the liquidators, care of C. OC. Ellis and Go, 
St Swithin’s lane. Monday, August 9, at 11, is appointed for heare/ 
ing and adjudicating upon the said claims. 

West Hartlepool tron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented June 17, directed to be heard before V.C. Gall, on Junge 
25. Shum and Co, King’s rd, Bedford row, agents for Turnbull, West, 
Hartlepool, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Toespay, June 22, 1875 
LimiTveD IN CHANCERY. 

Air Gas Light Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
dated June 11, it was ordered that the above company be wound up, 
Clark and Scoles, King st, Cheapside, solicitors for tue pstitioners, 

Hackney Newspaper Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented June 14, directed to be heard before the M.R. on June 26, 
Walter and Co, St Benet’s place, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the 
petitioner. e ‘ 

Town Manure Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up, presented 
June 19, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on July 2. Tamlin, 
Old Burlington st, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Oakwell Collieries, Limited.—V.C. Hall has, by an order dated Jung’ 
10, appointed James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, and John Hunter, 
Moorgate st, to be provisional liquidators. 

Phoenix Bessemer Stee] Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated June 12, it was ordered thatthe voluntary winding up 
of the above company be continued. Pilgrim and Phillips, Cnurch 
court, Lothbury, agents for Watson and Esam, Sheffield, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 4 , 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, June 18, 1875, 
Clarence yard Sick Society, Clarence yard, Bolton, Lancashire. June$ 
Lamb Friendly Society, Lamb Inn, Winkton, Hants, June 15 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpar, June 18, 1875. 

Edgson, John, Anna Bailey, Mary Souch, Heary Edgson, and Rober§ 

Ephraim Edgson, Bucks. July 26. Edgson v Woodbridge, V.C, 





Hall 

Browning, William, Bartholomew close, Merchant, Jaly 17, Browning 
v Browning, M.R. Fisher. Essex st, Strand 

Cook, James, Dalston lane, Gent, July 26. Cook v Oook, V.C. Hall. 
Cover, Great Winchester st 

Farquhar, James, Reigate, Surrey, Esq. July 26. Farqahar v 
Farquhar, V.C. Malins, Sladen, Delahay st, Westminster 

Harding, Francis Pym, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Esq. July 5. Hardiag 
v Harding, V.C. Hall. Gosling, Spring gardens 

Neyler, Henry, Bristol, Geat. July 13. Greenwood v Smith, V.C, 
Bacon, Livett, Bristol 

Porter, Georgiana, Adelaide rd, St John’s wood. July 15. Portery 
Porter, V.C. Hall. Pilley, Bedford row 

Price, Thomas, ‘'hrewen Farm, Monmoath, Farmer. July 15, Eyre 
v Jones, V.C. Malins. Ruatcliffa, Adam st, Adgiphi 

Steuart, William Drummond, Bury st, St James, Esq. July 20. Pringle 
v Sprot, M.R. Webster, Essex st, Strand 

Tattersfield, George Crowther, Kilpin hill, York, Woolien Manufacturer, 
July 21. Tattersfield v Firth, V.C. Hali. Chadwick and Sons, Dewse 


bury 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. oap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Faipay, June 18, 1875. 
Allen, John, New Mills, Derby, Innkeeper. Aug2. Johnson, Stockton 
= ee Cleethorpes, Lincola. Septl. Toynbee and Larken, 
incoln 
Attwood, Charlies, Wolsingham, Durham, Ironmaster. July 31. 
Tilleard and Co, Old Jewry 
Brazilly, Louis Martin, Brass Finisher, College st, Lambeth. July 30, - 
Dain, Great James st, Westminster 
Comyns,{Richo rd Harling, Arlington st, Camden town, Esq. Joly Sl, 
son and Co, Bedford row 
Dring, Horatio, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Wine Merchant, Septl. Middlee 
miss and Pearce, Hull 
Duck, Thomas, Jamaica st, Stepney, Gent. July 17, Gregson, Angel 
court, Throgmorton st 
Duvoisin, Paul Armand, Norton, Durham, Iron Merchant. July 20. 
faber, Stockton-on-Tees : 
Rherees. Peny, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Merchant. Aug3l. Wood 


e * 

—~ David Peter, Belper, Derby, Surgeon. Septl. Robotham, 
erby 

ome. 2 ames Thomas, Dorking, Surrey, Innkeeper. July 31. Down, 


rking 
Haines, Aifred, Chapter st, Westminster, Victualler. July 16. Cronia 
and Revolta, Southampton st, Bl bury 
a re Pomel, Liverpool, Gent. July 22, Gardner and Smith, 
verpoo 
Hepper, John, Doncaster, York,Gent. July 24. Baxter and Co, Dom+ 


caster 
laheneeae, Mary Louisa, Dorking, Surrey. July 31, Tilleard and 
\d Je j 
Lunham, oe Euston rd, Gent, Jaly 24. Quilter, Fore st F 
Mardon, James Howe, Graig, Monmouth, Oaptain 66th Reg. Aug le 
Matthews, Lincoln’s inn fields 
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acer Fenny, Great Grimaby, Lincoln. Septl. Middlemiss and 


Mortimer Bache, Coton Hall Asylum, near Stafford, Mining 
gies, Pullip, Pembrote ra," South K 
ie, Philip, roke rd, Sou ensington, Gent. July 1. 
Gnecotte and Co, Essex st, Strand nom, v 
, Sarah, Hemming’s row, Charing cross. July 12. Somerville, 
In’s inn fields 
Archer, Dagenham, Essex, Esq. July 8. Blewittand Tyler, 
, Fowler, Stamford hill, Esq. July 15. 
's inn fields 
Ninham, Martha, ae a Norwich. Angl. Preston, Norwich 
Patchin, Thomas, Brighton, Sussex, Painter. Aug, Dixon, Brighton 
Pearman, Thomas, Walkern, Hertford, Farmer, July 31. Spence and 


Williams and James, 


» Henry William, Blandford square, Esq. July 31. Jackson 
, Chancery lane 
William, Far Cotton, Northampton, Farmer. Rice, 
Northampton 
Rowell, Eleanor, Leeds. Aug 2. Rider, Leeds 
$mith, Henry Bennett, Walkern, Hertford, Surgeon. Jaly 20. Smith, 
Linooln’s inn fields 
, Lowther Leigh, Cambridge, Scholar. 
Essex st, Strand 
Titing, William, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Boat Owner. 
, Great Yarmouth 
Weddington, Alexander, Glen court, Monmouth, Gent. July 20. Gus- 


Webster, Robert, otherwise Woolley, Liverpool, Carter. July 5, 
Haghes, Liverpool 

Willoughby, Edward Gardner, Tranmere, Cheshire, retired from 
business. Augl. Francis and Co, Liverpool 

Woodhatch, Frederick, Greenwich rd, Miller. July 10, Collins, Furni- 
val’s inn, Holborn 

Wright, Henry, Spring grove, Isleworth, Gent. July 15. Curtis, Cloak 


lane, Cannon st 
Wright, Samuel, Walkern, Hertford, Maltster. July 31. 
Co, Hertford 


July 31. 


Aug il. Western and 


July 14, 


Spence and 


Wyman, John, Fore st, Druggist. July 31. Broughton, Finsbury 
square 


Bankrupts: 
Fripay, June 18, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 

To Surrender in London. 

Baber, William, Gutter lane, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 16. Roche. 
July 1 at 11.30 

ear 13 Henry, Seething lane, Corn Factor. Pet June 17. Pepys. 


lat 
Dalton, Leonard, St James’srd, Stone Merchant. Pet Junel5. Pepys. 
June 29 at 11 
7 T Henry, Staple inn, Holborn, Pet June 17. Pepys. July 2 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Tox, Charles] Frederick, Stretton-under-Fosse, Warwick, Stonemason. 
Pet June 16. Macaulay. Leicester, June 29 at 11 
Taugher, Alfred Lawrence, Redditch, Worcester, Fancy Case Maker. 
Per June l4. Chauntler. Birmingham, June 29 at 11 
Miler, Thomas McGregor, Huddersfield, York, Draper. Pet June 16. 
Jones,jun. Huddersfield, June 30 at 1 
Sterne, Ssliomia, Bristol. Pet Juno 16. Harley. Bristol, Ju'y lat 2 
Verity, John, Lowton, Pudsey, York, Woollen Draper. Pet June 15. 
Daniel. Bradford, July 6 at9 
TuEspay, June 22, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Taylor, F  , Milk st, Commission Agent. Pet June 17. Fepys 
Jaly Gat 11 ° 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Atamsom, Joseph, Prestwich, Lancashire, Boot Dealer, Pet June 19. 
Hulton. Salford, July 7 at 1t 
Batchelor, William, and George Batchelor, Swansea, Glamorgan, Coal 
rs, Pet Junel7. Jones, Swansea, July 3 at 12 
Ohillingworth, U » Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Pet Jurel8, Ever- 
thed. Brighton, July l4at 11 
William, Caerieon-ultra-Pontein, Monmouth, Maltster. Pet 
dune 17, Roberts. Newport, July 6 at 1) 
Haggerty, Michael, North Shields, Northumberland, Dealer in 
Draperies, Pet June 17. Mortimer. Newcastle, July 3 at 12 
Méad, William Pennington, Plymouth, Devon, Miller. Pet June 17. 
Edmonde, East Stonehouse, July 8 at 12 
Mirls, Frederick, Manchester, Engiaeer, Pet June 19, Kay. Man- 
chester, July 9 at 9.30 
» William Thomas, Fawkham, Kent, Farmer. Pet June 17, 
Acworth. Rochester, July 8 at 12 
Van Viiet, Louis Howard rd, South Norwood, Builder. Pet June 18. 
id. Croydon, July 6 at 11 
Whales, George Nathaniel Henry, and Arthur Cecil Cooper, Portsea, 
Auctioneers. Pet June 18, Howard. Portsmouth, July 16 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farpay, Juno 18, 1875, 
Turner, Benjamin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. June 12 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, June 18, 1875. 
Mrews, Henry, Smallheath, near Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. 
Jane 30 at 3 at offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
hman, Thomas Nathaniel, Bristol, Leather Merchant. June 30 at 
12,30 at offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Small st, Bristol. 
Beckingham, Bristol 
» Warlock rd, St Peter's park, Paddington, Builder, 
at 1! at offices of Denton and Co, Gray’s inn square 
wy, William, Birmingham, Grocer. Jane 30 at 3 at offices of 
ues, Cherry st, Birmingham 








Barlow, Robert, Preston, Lancashire, Grocer. Jane 30 at 3 at offices 
of Taylor, Lune st, Preston 

Bedford, William Thomas, Halifax, York, Watch Maker. July 2at 2ag 
the Hen and Chickens Hotel, New st, Birmiogham. Boocock, 


Halifax 

Bond, Edmund, Middlesborongh, York, Hairdresser. July 5 at 3 at 
Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesboroagh. Baine 
bridge, Middlesborough 

Burn, James, Birmingham, Barman. July 8 at 11 at offices of Smith, 
Temple st, Birmingham 

Chapman, Thomas, jun, Birmingham, Omribus Propristor. June 30 
at 12 at offices of Saunders and Bradbury, Temple row, Birmingham. 

Coling, George, Aston, near Birminghan, Baker. June 29 at 3 at offices 
of Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Comann, Joseph, Manchester, out of business. July 2 at 3 at offices 
of Burton, King st, Manchester 

Craig, John, Bolton, Lancashire, Drap2r. July 5 at 3 at offices of 
Rutter, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Crisp, Nathaniel, Swallowfield, Berks, Surgion, Jans 30 at 11 at 
offices of Beale and Martin, London st, Reading 

Dangell, Mary Ann, Freemantle, Hants. June 30 at 12 at offices 
of Burnett, High st, Southampton. Coxwe!ll and Co. Southampton 

Davis, George Philip, Railway arches, Lambeth, Stove Maker. Jaly 7 
at 12 at offices of Berry and Binns, Chancery lane 

Dawson, James, and Hamor Dawson, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturers. 
July 1 at 2 at offices of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Dodds, James, Manchester, Commission Agent. July 5 at 3 at offices 
of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Dowling, William, Otway terrace, Westow hill, Norwood, Butcher. 
July 8 at 3 at offices of Neal, Pianer's Mal!!, Old Broad st 

Evans, James Richard, Hereford, Labourer. Jaly 1 at 11 at offices of 
Arthy, St Owen’s st, Hereford 

Fluck, John, Hereford, lankeeper, July { at 3 at offices of Corner, 
High Town, Hereford 

Furness, Thomas, Barrow-in-Farness, Baker. July 5 at 2 at the 
Victoria Hotel, Church st, Bar-ow-in-Furaess. Jackson 

Green, Thomas, jun, Garforth, York, Grocer. July 1 at 12 at offices of 
Whiteley, Albion st, Leeds 

Hadfield, Thomas. Bolton, Lancashire, Joiner. Jaly | at 3 at offices 
of Dutton, Acresfield, Bolton 

Haines, Joseph, Huntspill, Somerset, Cattle Dealer. July 3 at 12 at 
offices of Brice and Balch, Victoria st, Burnham 

Hall, Henry Clifford, Rockbourne, Hants, Farmer. Jaly 6 at I2at 
the White Hart Hotel, Salisbury. Killby, Southampton 

Hardy, Thomas, Swanland, York, Miller. June 23 at 3 at offices of 
Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon- Hall 

Harman, Amalie Sophia, Upper James st, Golden square, Miller. July 
1 at 3 at offices of Lea, Old Jewry chambers . 

Harris, Hillel, Birmingham, Merchant. July 1 at 11 at offices of 
Davies, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham ‘ 

Hart, Solomon Jacob, and Eleazer Jacob Hart, Leicester, Cigar 
Manufacturers. July 1 at 12 at o‘ices of Harvey, Pockliugton’s walk, 
Leicester 

Heaton, William Lonsdale, Sheffield, Draper. July 1 at 12 at offices 
of Mellor, Bank st. Sheffield 

Hinchliffe, Joseph, Stocksbridge, York, Farmer. July 2 at 2 at offices. 
of Burdekin and Co, Norfolk st, Sheffield 

Jackson, William, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. July 3 at 11 at 
Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesborough. Bain- 
bridge, Middlesboreagh 

Jones, Margaret, South Shields, Durham, Hosier. July 9 at 12 at. 
offices of Greener, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sewall, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Jones, Thomas, Brynmawr, Brecon, Booxseller. July 5 at 3 at tha 
Griffin Hotel, Brynmawr. Jones, Abergavenny 

Jones, Thomas Boycott, Leominster, Hereford, Artificial Manure 
Merchant. June 28 at 3 at ths Graen Dragon Hotai, Hereford. 
Andrews, Leominster 

Jones, William, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Draper. July 1 at 12 
at offices of Slaney and Son. Newcastle-uader-Lym3 

Knapp, James Nelson, Alfred Henry Tapson, and William Childs Webb 
Knapp, Newport, Monmouth, Shipbrokers. Jaly 6 at 1 at offices of 
Pain and Son, Dock st, Newport 

Leverett, Henry William, Ipswich, Suffo'k, Mill Sawyer. Jaly lat Ib 
at offices of Jackaman and Sons, Silent st, Ipswich 

Leach, Charles, Halifax, York, Tailor. June 30 at 3 at offices of 
Thomas, Crossley st, Halifax 

Lister, Jane, Kendal, Westmorland, Innkeeper. June 30 at 11 at offices 
of Thomson and Wilson, Finkle st, Kendal 

Long, Richard, Liverpool, Engineer. July 3 at 12 at offices of Francia 
and Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Mahon, John, Manchester, Engineer. July 7 at 12 at offices of Slater 
and Poole, Norfolk st, Manchester 

McCarthy, Cornedius, Mile End rd, Ironmonger. Jaly 2 at 3 at offices 
of Nutt and Co, Brabant court, St Benet place, Gracecharch st 

McKnight, Thomas, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Saddler. June 39 
at 11 at the Ship Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. Bra dshaw and 
Pearson, Barrow-in-Furness 

Melbourne, James Art hur, Manchester, Beer Retailer. July 7 at 3 at 
the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Law, Manchester 

Moss, James, Liverpool, a July 5 at 12 at offices of Carruthers, 
Cla: uare, Liverpoo 

washes, eee Ore, po weal Miller. June 26 at 2 at the Anchor Inn, 
George st, Hastings. Camma ck, Hastings 

Norman, Benjamin, and Charle s Carter, Sheffield, Bricklayers. June 
28 at 2 at offices of Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 

Page, James, Abergavenny, Mon mouth, Innkeeper. July3 at 3at the 
George Hotel, Abergavenny. Shepa rd, Tredegar 

Paton, William, Friday st, Commission Age nt. June 22 at 12 atoffices 
of Hudgell, Gresham st. Gray, Gresham st 

Phillips, William, Birmingham, Butcher, July 1 at 10.30 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Pickering, Thomas, Batley, York, Machine Tooth Maker. July 6 at 3 
at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Pritchard, Henry, Risoa, Monmouta, Builder. June 28 at the Quean’s 
Hotel, Newport, in lieu of the place ori ginally named 

Richardson, Jonn Thomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Coal Dealer, Jane 
29 at 12 at offices of Fallows, Chorry st, Birmingham 
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Ricketts, Joseph, Oxford, Carpenter. July | at 12 at offices of Hurford 
and Co, Ship st, Oxford 

Roe, Alfred William, Brighton, Sussex, Auctioneer’s Clerk. June 30at 
$ at offices of Holtham, Ship st, Brighton 

Rossi, Nicola, Princes st, Leicester square, Restaurant Keeper. Jaly 
2 at 2at 35, Walbrook. Merriman and Co, Sherborne lane 

Shiers, Adolph, Manchester, Shipping Merchant. July 7 at 3 at the 
Clarence Ho.el, Spring gardens, Manchester. Storer, Manchester 

Smith, Mary Ann. Manchester, Milliner. July 5 at 12 at offices of 
Whitt, Lower King st, Manchester. Dawson, Manchester 

Smith, William, junior, Hinton’ Charterhouse. Somerset, Farm 
Bailiff. June 26 at 1 at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Taylor, Edward Hubert, Leamington Spa, Warwick, Boot Maker. June 
$0 at 1 at offices of Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Thompson, William, Dewsbury, York, Coach Builder. July 2 at 11 at 
offices of Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury ; 
Thorpe, Ann, North row, Covent garden market, Saleswoman. June 
26 at 2 at offices of Bartlett and Forbes, Bedford st, Covent garden 
Thwaites, William, and John Brisco, Penrith, Cumberland, Coal 
Dealers. July 8 at 3 at offices of Cant and Fairer, Southend rd, 
Penrith 

Twine, John, Great Windmill st, Haymarket, Refreshment House 
Keeper. June 26 ut 2 at offices of Hobbes, Southampton buildings, 
Chancery lane 

Vanghan, William, Chirk, Denbigh, Tailor. July 2 at 10 at offices of 
Sherratt, Temple row, Wrexham 

Waltera, James, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business. Julyl at 3 
at offices of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 

Whitney, John, Watlington, Norfolk, Brick Maker. July 2 at 11 at 
Offices of Oilardand Co, Union place creszent, Wisbach 

‘Willams, Henry Thomas, Noble st, Builder. June 30 at 2 at offices of 
the Salesmen’s Provident Society, Milner’s buildings, Moorgate st, 
Freeman, Bedford row 

Willioms, Willinm. Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. June 28 at 12 
at offices of Williams and Lewis, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


Tuespay, June 22, 1875. 


Abpott, Tom, Exeter, Butcher. July 2 at 3 at the Queen’s Hotel, 
queen’s st, Exeter. Friend, Post Office chambers, Exeter 

Al—an, Robert, Sunderland, Durham, out of business. July 3at3 at 
Offices of Tilley, Norfolk st, Sunderland 

Amner, George Maning, East India avenue, Leadenhall st, Coal Factor. 
Jaly 13 at 2 at the London Tavern, Bishopsgate st. Courtenay and 


Croome 
Archtold, John, Alnmouth, Northumberland, Manager of Alnmouth Gas 
a: Works. July 7 at 11 at offices of Bush, Nicholas buildings, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 
Bainbridge, Joseph Erskine. Doncaster, York, Common Brewer. June 
28 at 3 at offices of Ellis, Si George gate, Doncaster 
Beevor, Arthur George, Southtown, Suffolk, Miller. 
offices of Wiltshire, Hall plain. Great Yarmouth 
Benton, Edward, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridgs, Master Mariner. 
7 at 11 at offices of O.lar!, York row, Wisbech 
Bird, Daniel, Luton, Bedf-rd, Bonnet Manu‘acturer. July 6 at 1l at 
the Red Lion Inn, Uastle st, Laton, Neve. Park st w+st, Luton 
Boyd, James S:uart, Dinton, Wilts, out of occupation. July 9 at 12 at 
offices of Hodding, Market House, Salisbury 
Brantingham, George. Leamside, Durham, Grocer. July 5 at 2 at 
offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastie-on- Tyne 
Brown, George, Wrexham, Denbigh, Watch Maker. July 16at 12 at 
offices of Jones, Henblas st, Wrexham 
Bush, Arthur Timothy, Rochford, Essex, Journeyman Miller. July 7at 
1 at offices of Gee, Bishops Stortford 
Cardwell, James Parkinson, A!trincham, Cheshire, Builder. July 7 at 3 
at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Mancrester. Atkiason and 
Co, Altrincham 
Cole, Thomas, Dudley, Worcester, Provision Dealer. July 3 at 11 at 
offices ot Lowe, Woelverhamoton st, Dudley 
Cooper, Beriamin, Hin“oiveston, Norfolk, Blacksmith. July 3 at ll at 
offices of Tillett ana Co, St Andrew's st. Norwich 
Corbett, Edward, Tettenhall wood, Stafford, Dairyman. July 2 at Il at 
offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Cornes, Thomas, Hurleston, Cheshire, Machinist. July 8 at 3 at the 
Crown Hotel, Nantwich. Martio, Nantwich 
Crowther, Samuel, Padsey, York, Commun Brewer. June 26 at 10 at 
= of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Maréet st, Brad- 
lori 
Cruice, John Henry, Liverpool, Grocer. July 9 at 3 at offices of Nor- 
don, Cook st, Liverpool 
Cutts, John, Bradley, Stafford. Charter Master. July 1 at 11 at offices 
of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 
Dalby, Robert, Eastham, Sunderland, Durham, Chemist, July 2 at 11 
at offices of Snowball, Frederick Lodge, Sunideriand 
Dale, George, Betis rd, Plaistow, out of business. July 3 at 3°30 at the 
Mas ns’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Rigby, Beres- 
ford st, Walworth 
Darlington, Mary Ann, Weaverham, Cheshire, 
of Fletcher. Castle st, Northwich 
Denton, William Benjamin, Malvern villas, Hounslow, Wine Merchant. 
July 3 at 11.30 at officesof Doyle, Carey st, Liucoln’s inn 
Deckray, Alfred, Leeds, Flax Spinner. July 7 at 3 at offices of Teale 
and Appleton, Trinity st, Leeds 
Forfar, George, Leamington, Warwick, Grocer. July 6 at 2 at offices of 
#& Broad and Co, Queen st, Cheapside. Smith and Co, Bread st 
Framptor, Frederick, College st, Belvidere rd, Lambeth, Licensed 
Victualler. July 3 at 10 at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth rd, Bethnal 
green. Long, Landsdown terrace, Victoria park 
Frizei), Annie, Kelloe Colliery, Durham, Geocer, July 5 at 3 at offices 
of Chapman, St Nicholas court, Market place, Durham 
Gerrard, John, and Richard Rayboaid, Netherton, Worcester, Coal- 
masters. July 2 at 10.40 atthe Dudiey Arms Hotel, Dudley. Gould, 
Stourbridge 
Gladdere, James, Skelton-in-Cleveland,' York, Innkeeper. July 5 at 12 
at offices of Dobson, Gosford st. Middlestorough 
Gonzuies, Aniba!, Old broad st, Merchant. July 14 at 2 at the London 
Tavern, Bishopsgate st within. Clarkes and Co, Gresham House 
Grossman, Jacob, West Hartlepool, Darham, Draper. Juiy2 at 12 at 
offices of Bell, Lambion st, Sunderland 


July 8 at 11 at 
Jaly 


July 3 at 11 at offices 





July 2 at 2 at offices of Snape, High 
July 3 at 11 at offices of Toynbes 


Hall, George, Warwick, Grocer. 
st. Warwick 
Hall, James, Lincoln, Engineer. 
and Larken, Bank st, Lincoln 
Hall, Thomas, Leicester, Confectioner. 
Halford st, Leicester 7 
Hind. William Knight, Bourn, Lincola, Grocer. July 5at 3 at offices of 
Bell, Bourn. Deacon and Wilkins, Peterborough 
Hughes, Jabez, Fleur-de-lis, Monmouth, Grocer, July I at 1 at officgs 
of James, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Hughes, William, Liverpool, Cheese Factor. July 9 at 8 at offices of 
Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 
Hutchens, George William, Devonport, Devon, Grocer. July 9 at 11 at 
offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymonth. Curtis, Plymouth 
Ingram, James, jun, Middlesborouch, York, Metal Broker. July 2 aty 
at Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesborough 
Jones, John Edward, Warrington, Lancashire, Hosier. July 2 at 3at 
the County Court, Bank st, Warrington. Bretherton, Bank st, Wan 
ington 
Jones, Richard, Cardiff, Grocer: July 6 at 11 at offices of Morgan, 
High st, Cardiff 
Jones, Robert, Preston, Lancashire, Baker. July 6at 11 at offices of 
Thompson, Chapel st, Preston 
Lake, Henry, Exeter, Commercial Traveller. July 6 at 11 at officesof 
Toby, Castle st, Exeter . 
Leigh, E:ward Simms, Coleman st, Licensed Victualler. June 3 0 at? 
at ltl, Cheapside. Gill, Cheapside 
Levi, John, Newgate st, General Dealer. July 13 at 2 at offices of 
Solomon, Finsbury place 
Lynham, William Charles, Mounteorrel, Leicester, Joiner, July 9 ati? 
at offices of Deane and Lickori~h, Market place, Lough»orough 
Magin, John, Barnsbury rd, Grocer. July 12 at 12 at offices of Holle 
way, Bal)’s Pond rd, Islington, Fenton, Albion terrace. Kingsland 
Malvern, Charles, Cheltenham, Grocer, July 2 at 3 at offices of Stroud, 
Ciarence parade, Cheltenham 
Marren, James, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Fruiturer. July 6 at 12 at 
offices of Wilcock. Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolverhampton 
Maxwell, Homer, Waterfoot, Lancashire, Plumber. July 2 at 3at 
offices of Grundy and Co, Union st, Bury 
Metcalf, John, Norland terrace, Notting hill, Stationer. July 2 at 3at 
offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
Miles, Edwin James, Creed lane, Ludgate hill, Builder. June 30 atl 
at offices of Hull, Old North st, Red Lion square. Turnbull 
Norman, Richard, Gateshead, Durham, Manufacturer’s Clerk. July6 
at 11 at offices of Benning, Grainger st, Newcustle-upon-Tyne 
Orbell, Alfred, Birmingham, Beer Ketailer. July 5 at 11 at offices of 
Greve, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Palmer, Edward, Kinver, Stafford, Carter. July 3at 11 at offices of 
Wall, jun, Union char bers, Stourbridge 
Parnel!, William, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st, Auctioneer. Jaly 
12 at 3 at offices of Stocken and Jupp, Lime st square 
Pearson, Edmund, Liverpool, Baker. Ju'y 13 at 1 at offices of Quelch, 
Dale'st, Liverpool 
Pennycad, John William, Mile End rd, Lamp Manufacturer. July 2at 
3 at offices of Foreman and Cooper, Gresham st 
Perry, James, Roath, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 3 at 11 at offices of 
Evans, High st, Cardiff 
Rainbow, Charlton Conyers, and Edmund Robert Holberton, St Helen's 
place, Bishopsgate st, Merchants, July 16 at 2 at orices of Wilson 
and Co, Copthall buildings 
Rhoades, George, Kyo, Darham, Plumber. July 7 at 12 at offices of 
Bash, St Nicholas bailding:, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Rice, Michae!, London wall, Warehouseman, July | at 3 at offices of 
Haigh, jun, King st, Cheapside 
Rimmer, Robert, Soathport, Lancashire, out of business. July 13 at3 
at offices of Quelch, Dale st, Liverpool 
Robinson, Bethell, Preston, Lancashire, Furniture Dealer. 
at offices of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 
Scarlett, Peter, Stockport, Cheshire, Draper, Jaly 12 at 3 at offices of 
Bent, Piccadilly, Manchester 
Scholefield, John, Mirfield, York, Postmaster, July 5 at 11 at offices 
“of Robinson and Johnson, John William st, Huddersfield 
Scourse, James, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer, July 5 xt 12 at offices of 
Jenkins and Co, High st, Cardiff. Waldron, Cardiff 
Sharrock, Prancis, Warrington, Lancashire, Draper. July 6 at 3 a 
offices of Davies and Brook, Market place, Warrington 
Shepherd, James Henry, Bilston, Staff rd, Licensed Victualler. July 
3 at 1 at offices of Ratcliffe, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Speed, John, Liverpool, Provision Dealer. July 5 at 2 at offices of 
Bellringer, North John st, Liverpool 
Stageman, James, Carlinhow, Brotton, York, Butcher. July 3 at ll at 
offices of Draper, Stockton-on-Tees 
Steeds, Edward, Salisbury, Wilts, Coal Merchant, July | at 2 at offices 
of Venning and Co, Tokenhouse yard. Cobb and Smith, Salisbury 
Steer, William, Bristol, Jeweller. July 3 at 12 at offices of Bullock and 
Hulbert, Bridge st, Bristol. Roper, Bristol 
Stephens, Thomas, Ledbury. Hereford, Draper. July 5 at 12 at the 
Star Hotel, Worcester. Piper, Ledbary 
Storr, Richard Ripley, Leeds, out of business. July 5 at 2 at offices of. 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds : 
Stredder, John Edmund, Charles st, Arbour square, Stepney, Baker. | 
: uly 5 at 3.30 at the Corn Exchange, Mark lane. Webb, Aust 
riars 


July 5 at? 


Swift, James Frederick, Liverpool, Drysalter. July 5 at 3 at offices of 


Barrell and Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 

Swinney, Alexander, Morpeth, Northumberland, Ironmongar. Jaly5 
at 2 at _ Neville Hotel, Neville st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. Nicholsoa, 
Morpe 


Taylor, Alfred, St Albans, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. July 7 at 248 


offices of Hotloway, Dean's court, Doctors’ commons 


Thomas, William, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer.July 7 at 11 a 


oftices of Morgan and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tyafil i 
Thwaites, William, and John Beriscv, Penrith, Cumberland, Coal 
Dealers, July 8 at 4 at offices of Cant and Co, South Hod m, 
Penrith 
Ware, William George. Landport, Hants, Beerhouse Keeper. July 5at 
4 at offices of King,-Ncrth st, Portsea 





" June 26, 18 "th 


July 5 at 12 at offices of Hunter, 
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, John, Middlesborough, York, Slater. July 6 at 3 at Bar ker’s 
perance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, 
fiddlesborough 5 
in, Saul, and Solomon Weinstein, Stewart st, Spitalfields, Fur 
(ap Makers. June 30 at 2 at offices of Barnett, New Broad st 
John, Manchester, Dealer in Fancy Goods. July 12 at 11 at 
offices of Marsland, Ss Swithin’s la ne. Addleshaw and Warburton, 


ester 
Edward Stickley, Middlesborough, York, Secretary Public 
Company. July 2 at 11.30 at the Corporation Hotel, Middlesborougn. 
York 
veld, Charles Stredwick Hesketh, Great Tichfield st, Oxford st, 
Coal Merchant. July 5at 12 at offices of Feast, Mincing lane. 
Chubb, Pancras lane 
Phitlock, Tho'nas Gale, Stanley st, Pimlico, out of business. July 7 at 
offices of Beard and Son, Basingha!l st 
Wilson, Thomas Baird, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Draper. 
at offices of Langman, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Woodbridge, Charlotte, Charney Bassett, Berks, Innkeeper. July 6 at 
12 at offices of Jotcham, Wantage, Berks 


o— 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 

of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tax 

pon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremedy 

this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 

g their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 

jo undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 

moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 

otheir means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 

médertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 

@the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 

pe obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Otfice, 2 
lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


EDE 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


URPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & C LERGY GOWNS, 2C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 


Durr Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 7s. 6d., 7s. 9d., and 9s. 9d. per ream. 

Burr Paper, 15s. Gd., 17s. 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 

Foolscar Parer, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d. per ream. 

Cuam-Laip Nore, 3s., 4s., and 5s. per ream. 

Tungt Cakam-Latp Note, 48. 6d., 6s. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Tange Biv Nore, 3s, 64., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per ream. 

Byvztores, Cream on Buvs, 3s, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per 1000. 

Tas“ TempLe’’ ENveLore, extra secure, 9s, 6d. per 1000, 

TootscaP OrrictaL ENveEtorss, ls. 9d. per 100. 

Partaipce & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Cxivus-Hovse Nort, 9s. 6d. per 
mam. This incomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
tach sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘“‘PARTRIDGE & 
QOOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

Imayrure Sxrxs, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 28s, per 
doz., 135s, per roll. 


_ on Fottowers, Ruled, 23, 1d, each, 24s, per dozen, 115s, per 


Jaly 2 at 11 














Bacoaps on Memortazs, 8d. each, 78. 6d. per dozen. 
Ieigers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books. 
An immense stock in various bindings. 
WNDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 


direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 

long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in- 

tettion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 

.—N.B, One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 

tareand promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for advertise- 
Went and file of ‘‘ London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


ARR’S, 265, STRAND.— 

Dinnars (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
Fish, 28, and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the joint 
With the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap an 
iy I know only of sne house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 

There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
cellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
jpn 8 bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864 


Dage. 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
+ Dinners(from the joint), vegetables &c., ls. 6d, 














i Fe STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY, 
held at the LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE. 
EsTaBLIsHEeD 3lstT May, 1836. 


This Society meets weekly on Tuesday evenings at 7 o'clock. On 
Tuesday next tne question appointed for discussion is No, COXLIL— 
* Does the Governwent deserve the confidence of the country ?” 

The Anngal Dinner of the Society will take place on Tuesday, 13th 


July. 
23, Ely-place, E.C. CECIL A. BETTS, Hon. Sec. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and execnted. No charge for sketches, Oom- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleete 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONEKS, 
ETC. 


SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 


Every description of Printing. 
Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 
Appeals Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
Books Newspapers 
Pamphlets Circulars 
Reports 
Rules 


Posters 
Handbills, &., &e. 


LASGOW AND THE HIGHLANDS.—ROYAL 
ROUTE, via CRINAN AND CALEDONIAN CANALS by Royal 
Mail Steamer, IONA, from GLASGOW BRIDGE WHARF at Seven 
a.m., and from GREENOCK at Nine a.m., carrying passengers for 
OBAN, FORT WILLIAM, and INVERNESS, daily. For sailings to 
GLENCOE, GAIRLOCH, ROSS-SHIRE (for Lochmaree), STAFFA, 
IONA, MULL, LOCH SCAVAIS, SKYE, LEWIS, and WeST HIGH- 
LANDS, see bill with Map and Tourist Fares, free by post on 
application to Davip Hutcaeson & Co., 119, Hope-street, Glasgow, 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC. —The MAGI- 
CIAN and the GENII, an Original, Optical, Magical, and 
Musical Entertainment, with a NEW GHOST Scene (by permission of 
the Author, Dr. Croft), and several wonderful illusions and mysteries, 
by Mr. Seymour Smith, assisted by Herr Max Alexander, ARCTIG 
EXPEDITIONS, Past and Present, by Mr. B. J. Malden. The BES- 
SEMER BOAT, by Mr. J. L. King. FOOD from AFAR, and ECONOM- 
ICAL COOKING, by Prof. Gardner, JANE CONQUEST. The 
MECHANICAL LEOTARD. DIVER and DIVING-BELL, and many 
other Entertainments. Open twice daily, at 12 and7. Admission Is, 


ADAME TUSSAUD’§ EXHIBITION, 
BAKER-STREET.—On View, portrait Mogels of KING 
ALFONSO XII. and VICTOR EMMANUEL, the Duke and Duchess of 
EDINBURGH, the EMPEROR OF RUSSIA, the SHAH of PERSIA, 
Sir SAMUEL BAKER, the late Dr. LIVINGSTONE, Mr. H. M. STAN- 
LEY, Rev. H. WARD BEECHER, Sir GARNET WOLSELEY, 
MARSHAL McMAHON, MARSHAL BAZAINE, M. THIERS, the 
late CHARLES DICKENS, and Dr. KENEALY, M.P. Also superb 
and costly Court Dresses; the complete line of British Monarchs, 
from William the Conqueror to Queen Victoria; and over 300 Portrait 
Models of Celebrated and Distinguished Characters, Admission, Is, 
oo under twelve, 6d, Extra room, 6d. Open from 10 a.m. till 
p.m. 

















ROYAL OLYMPIC THEATRE. 

THIS EVENING, at 7.30, FAMILY JaRS. At 8, THE TICKET- 
OF-LEAVE MAN. Messrs. J, Eldred, G. W. Anson, R. Soutar, C. 
Harcourt, Vollaire, and Henry Neville ; Mesdames E. Farren, Stephens, 
Hazleton, A. Taylor, and Miss Fowler. 


VAUDEVILLE THEATRE, STRAND. 

THIS EVENING, at 7.30, A WHIRLIGIG. At 8, OUR BOYS 
by H. J. Byron. Concluding with A FEARFUL FOG. Messrs. W. 
Farren, T. Thorne, Warner, C. W. Garthorne, W. Lestocq, Bernard, 
and D. James; Mesdames Amy Roselle, Bishop, N. Walters, C. Richards, 


ALHAMBRA THEATRE ROYAL. 

THIS EVENING, CHILPERIC. Preceded by THE ARTFUL 
DODGE, written by E. L. Blanchard, followed by the Grand Barbaric 
Ballet, with Mdlles. Betty Rigl, Pertoldi, Sidonie. Concluding with @ 
new Comic Ballet by the Lauri Family. Commence at7. No free list. 
Prices from 6d. to £2 2s. 
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HE LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, a.p. 1720.) 
Office:—No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
West-Enp AGENTS : 
Messrs. Geinpiay & Co., 55, Parliament-street, S.W. 


Governor—ROBERT GILLESPIE, Esq. 
Sub-Governor—EDWARD BUDD, Esq. 
Deputy-Governor—MARK WILKS COLLET, Esq. 
Directors. 
Nathaniel Alexander, Esq. Louis Huth, Esq. 
John A. Arbuthnot, Esq. Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 
Robert Barn Blyth, Esq. Charl+s Lyall, Esq. 
Major-General H. P. Burn. Capt. R. W. Pelly, R.N. 
Alfred D. Chapman, Esq. David Powel!, Es q. 
Sir Frederick Currie, Bart. William Rennie, Esq. 
George B. Dewhurst, Esq. P. F. Robertson, Esq. 
Bonamy Dobree, Esq. Robert Ryrie, Esq. 
Joha Entwisle, Esq. David P. Sellar, Esq. 
Geo. Louis Monck Gibbs, Esq. Col. Leopold Seymour. 
Edwin Gower, Esq. Lewis A. Wallace, Esq. 
A. C. Gutirie, Esq. William B. Watson, Esq. 
Solicitors. 
Messrs. Johnson, Upton, & Budd, | Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 
20, Austin-friars. & Russell, 4, Bedford-row. 





FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

NOTICE is hereby given to persons Assured against Fire, that the 
renewal receipts for Premiums due at Midsummer are ready to be de- 
livered, and that Assurances cn which the Premium shall remain un- 
paid after Fifteen Days from the said Quarter-day will become void. 

Fire Assurances cap be effected with the Corporation at moderate 


rates of Premium. 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
Life Assurances may be effected either with or without participation 
in Profits. 
Copies of the Accounts, pursuant to *‘ The Life Assurance Come 
panies Act, 1870,” may be obtained on application. 
The Directors are ready to receive applications for Agencies to the 


Corporation. 
JOHN P, LAURENCE, Secretary. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 
The Funds in hand and Capital gas amount to £1,400,000 
sterling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith’s-build- 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemuerton, Esq. (Lee, Pemberton, & Reeves), 
Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions, 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent, 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
Sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE 
11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. P 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions, 
DIRECTORS. 
Cuatrman—Archibald Hamilton, Esq. 
Deputy-Caatrman—G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 
Hy. Bovham-Carter, Esq. Rt. Hon. John G. Hubbard, M,) 
Charles Wm. Curtis, Esq. Frederick H. Janson, Esq. 
Charles F, Devas, Esq. Beaumont W. Lubbock, Esq, — 
Francis Hart Dyke, Esq. John B. Martin, Esq. 4 
Sir Walter R. Farquhar, Bart. Augustus Prevost, Esq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. William Steven, Esq. ; 
James Goodson, Esq. John G. Talbot, Esq., M.P, 
Thomson Hankey, Esq., M.P. Henry Vigne, Esq. 
Manaces cF Fine Derantment—F. J. Marsden. 
SecreTary—T. G.C. Browne. 
Share Capital at present paid up and invested ... £1,000,000° 
Total Funds... eee see sop ese ove £3,000,000° 
Total Annual Income upwards of ... ooo ove £400,000 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Mid must d 
the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th July. 
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b Mtoe AGRA BANK (LIMITED 

Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. q 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREBT, LOND 
Baancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, 

Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. i 

Current Accounts are Kept at the Head Office on the terms 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the en 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— — 
At5 percent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withd: 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 

Bits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Bra 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or 
for collection. a 

Sates anv Porcuasés effected in British and foreign securities, 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertak 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions 

Every other description of banking business and money ag 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman 


O-OPERATIVE CREDIT BAN 
MANSION HOUSE CHAMBERS, 4 
12, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 





First Issue of Capital: £500,000{in subscriptions of £1 and up 
Interest in lieu of dividend 18 per cent. per annum, paid monthly, 
Current accounts opened, and 5 percent. interest allowed on ff 
Minimum Monthly Balances, j 
CHEQUE BOOKS SUPPLIED. 


The Bank grants Credits and issues Circular Notes for the Conting 
and America, and transacts every description of sound fin 





4" REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 


Vv . 
24, LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, W.C. 
Cnarasman—Alfred H. Shadwell, Esq. 
Deroty-Cuainman—H, Cecil Raikes, Esq., M.P. 


Reversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred 
Annuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contiag ent In- 
terests. 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions, ° 

Annuities, Immediate; Deferred, and Contingeat, and also Endow- 
ments granted on favourabls terms. 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further information, may 


be had at the office, 
C. B. CLABON, Secretary. 
esr seons AND LIFE INTERESTS. 


THESE PROPERTIES ARE PURCHASED, OR LOANS 
GRANTED UPON THE SECURITY OF THEM, 
BY 
THE SCOTTISH EQUITABLE (MUTUAL) 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
Head Office—26, ST. ANDREW-SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 
London Office—69, KING WILLIAM-STREET, E.C. 
Manager—T. B. SPRAGUE, Esq., M.A. 
Solicitors in London.—Messrs. BURTON, YEATES, & HART, 
37, Lincola’s-inn-fields. 
Income, £277,700. Assets, £2,104,000, 
Every description of Life Insurancebusiness transacted. 
The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors, 


OVEREIGN LIFE OFFICE. 
(Founded 1845.) 


_ Assurers can obtain ADVANCES of £200 and upwards on Rever- 
_, Annuities, &c., also oa guarantee of two or more first-class 
sureties. 

All names, with fall particulars, mu s& be sent to the Secretary, 48, 
St. James’s-street, Load ya, S.\V. 
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For particulars apply to R. B. OAKLEY, Man 


yj Cbresces. — Messrs. Broad, Pritchard, — 

Wiltshire invite the offer of Securities, either Freeh 
Copyhold, or good Leasehold, for sums of large or small amounts for@ 
vances by way of Mortgage, to employ the funds of Trustees, 
cutors, and Principals in their hands for Investment. Unfinish 
buildings are not eligible. Princivals or their solicitors only cag} 
negotiated with.—AucTrioN anD Estate AGENCY Orfices, 7, Qu 
street, Cheapside, E.C. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARME 
LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, includ 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and She 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each me 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, & 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for 
tion should be received not later than four days previous to the 
of the preceding month. z 


| Papen preg seers GROUND-RENT of £56 a year, 


cured cn five modern houses, part with shops, held from the D 
of Westminster for 48 years at the nominal ground-rent of £1, 
therefore, for the time being, nearly equal to freehold, The proper 
of a good class, the plans having been approved of by the Duke’s @ 
veyor, and is situate close to Eaton-square. To be sold to pay 
per cent., and offering a safe investment.—Messrs. Desennam, 1) 

& Farmer, 80, Cheapside. 


URREY.—Attractive FREEHOLD RESIDE 
TIAL PROPERTY of 18 acres to be SOLD, close to 4 

whence Cannon-street is reached in 30 minutes, and a mile and 
from a first-class junction. The mansion is most substantially 
and elaborately fitted at great cos. It has 20 bed rooms, 3 bath 
5 noble reception rooms opening into two handsome domed con! 
tories, billiard room (41ft, by 22ft.), racquet court, and offices, extens 
stadling, beautiful pleasure grounds, terraced walks, shrubberies, of 
mental lake, kitchen gardens, glasshouses of great extent, 
cottage for gardener, and park-like meadow land adorned 
noble timber, and offering important building frontages of 
inereasing value.—Messrs. BLake, Son, & Happock, 21, High 
Croydon; or, Messrs. Desznnau, Tewson, & Farmes, 80, Ch 




















